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T HE 


INTRODUCTION. 


ä IN CE the Publication of my Second 

=A4 Defenſe in the Cauſe of our Bleſſed 
[1) Lord's Divinity, I have been waiting 
2 to ſee what further Attempts we were 
8 = to have from the Arians. I perceive 
They are ſtill reſolute in their Op- 


poſition to the Faith of Chriſt, blaſpheming his God- 


head, impugning his Worſhip, and deſpiſing every 


kind Offer of Inſtruction, or Exhortation, to com 


vince or reclaim them. I have the Satisfaction how 
erer to obſerve, that they daily give Ground more 
and more; that the Defenfroe Part, which they be- 


gun with, is, in a manner, yielded up; their main 


Scheme appearing fo groſs, and fo untenable, that 
they themſelves are afraid, or aſhamed to own it. 
As to the Offenſi 7 which is now all that — 

willing to abide by, they hold it on till as far as 
* are able: And yet even here one may obſerve, 
that, as to Matter of Argument, their Attacks are as 
harmleſs as a Man might wiſh, only, there 1s a cer- 
tain Fierceneſs, or Bitterneſs of Spirit ſtill remaining, 


and which ſeems to increaſe, as their Strength de- 
B creaſes; 


* 


creaſes; and which perhaps may grow upon them 
more and more to the laſt, as is natural and common 
in ſuch Caſes. But to come to the Point. 

Their firſt Effort to renew the Conteſt, appear'd 
under the Title of Remarks, &c. by one Philalethes 
Cantabrigienſis, Printed for F. Noon. Having no 
manner of Acquaintance, that I know of, with the 
Man under that conceited Name; and finding little 
in the Piece more than tedious Repetition, and ſtudied 


Confuſion, I ſlighted it, as apprehending my ſelf not 


at all obliged to take Notice of it, 

Waiting a while longer, there comes out another 
Pamphlet, entituled, Obſervations, &c. and by the 
Author of the Reply to my Firſt Defenſe, Printed for 
James Kraptow, &c. which when I ſaw, I immedi- 
ately concluded, as I had ſome leiſure upon my 
Hands, that here was a Call to me to ſet Pen to 
Paper once more, For, however low an Opinion I 
might have of the Performance, after reading it, 
yet The Author of the Reply, when he has any thing 
to ſay, and while our Readers are not quite weary, 
may always command my more eſpecial Notice, 
Whether it be Dr. Clarke, or whether it be Mr. 
Fackſon, ( for tho' it be doubted which, all agree 
that it lies between them,) they are both Men whom 
I muſt attend to: One, as he 1s the Principal in the 
Cauſe, the other, as he is Second, and had the firſt 
Hand in committing my „ r to the Preſs, en- 
gaging me ever after in the Publick Service. Let but 
Either of thoſe Two Gentlemen ſtand acccountable 
in the Opinion of the World, (I mean no more) for 
any Foul Play on their Side, as I by ſetting my 
Name am anſwerable for any on mine, and then I 
ſhall think my ſelf upon even Terms with them in 
that Reſpect: And as to any other, I humbly con- 
ceive, I have no reaſon to fear their gaining any Ad- 


vantage. 
S The 


” The Author of the Obſervations begins with giving 
us bis judgment of his own Performance; aſſuring 
his Reader, in the moſt ſolemn Manner, that the Ob- 
ſervations contain in them no Argument, nor Branch 
f any Argument, but what upon the moſt ſerious 
Conſideration and careful Review, appears to Him 
ſtrictly and perfectly concluſtve. Thus far perhaps 
may be true: For, I know not how Things may appear 
to Him, nor how defective He may be in Judgment. 


But I wiſh He could have added, no Repreſenta- 
tions but what, upon calm Examination, he had 


5 


ſound to be frifly Fuſt ; no Reports, but what he knew 
to be true; no Charges upon his Adverſary, but what 
he believed to be honeſt and upright ; no perſonal Re- 
© fletions beyond what he had clear, and ſuſtcient 
» Grounds for. But I paſs on to his Book. 

; He has caſt his Work into Fourteen Obſervations ; 
the weightieſt, no doubt, that the whole Compals 
of the Controverſy could afford. I ſhall conſider 
: what to ſay to them, after I have given the Reader 
ſome brief Hints of the paſt and preſent State of 


the Diſpute between us. It ſhould be remembred, 


that this Gentleman at his firſt ſetting out, and all 
along till now, undertook to anſwer Queries, to ſa- 


+ New Scheme to it ſelf, to Scripture, to Antiquity, and 
to Reaſon, that fo having firſt cleared his own Do- 
Crrine in every part, beyond any thing that could be 


tisfy Objedtions, to aſſoil Difficulties, to reconcile the 


done for the Faith received, he might then with a 
better Face diſturb the Peace of the Church, and plead 
the more earneſtly (but modeſtly withal) for a 
2 thorough Change. This was what he undertook : 
And had he been as able to execute, as he was for- 
ward to project, I profeſs ſincerely, he ſhould not 
have wanted any Encouragement, or even Thanks of 
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further Moleſtation. Por it hath happened to 
0 2 


mine; fo far ſhould I have been from giving him 
him 
626 


[4] 

(as it ordinarily muſt to every Man, who under. 
takes a Buſineſs before he has ſeen into it ) that he 
has met with many Dzficulties, more than he at firſt 
_— and 1s by no means able to ſurmount 
them. 

To mention a few Particulars, out of a great 
Number. 


1. He has not been able to clear his Scheme of 
the unſupportable Charge of making Two Gods, one 
Supreme, and ancther P. ferior. 

2, He has not been able to get over the Difficulty 


of ſuppoſing God the Son, and God the Holy Ghoſt. 


Two Creatures, b in direct Oppoſition to Scripture and 
Antiquity. He has indeed avoided giving them the 
Name of Creature, which yet can contribute but lit- 
tle Satisfaction to as many as plainly fee how the 
Thing is otherwiſe fully and repeatedly own'd under 
other Names. © 

3. He has not been able to defend or excuſe Cea- 
ture-Worſhip, ſo fully condemned by Scripture, and 
by the Ancient Fews and Chriſtians, with one Voice. d 

4. Nor hath he been able to diſprove, or elude the 
Proofs brought from Scripture, and Antiquity of the 
Divine Worſhip due to Chriſt. < 
F. He hath not been able to Salve, or ſo much as 
to Colour over a notorious Flaw in his Scheme, re- 
lating to the Foundation of the Worſhip of Chriſt ; 
taking up Principles there which can ſuit only with 
the Sccinian Scheme, at other times eſpouſing the 


— 


— 


2 See my Firſt and Second Defenſe. Query V. 
v Sec my Firſt Defenſe, and Second. Query XI, XII. 
© See my Supplement ro the Caſe, Ec. P. 19. Second De- 
tenſe, p. 3 54, Sc. 
4 Firſt and Second Defenſe. Query XVI, XVII. 
e Firft and Second Defenſe, Query XVI, XVIII. 
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gether. f ; 3 
6. He has not been able to give any tolerable Ac. 


count of the Divine Titles, Attributes, and Honours, 


being aſcribed to a Creature. 8 


7. He has given no Satisfaction at all about Chriſt 
being Creator and Creature too; not being able to 
elude the Proofs of the former, nor to reconcile both 
Parts together. h a 5 

9. Though he ſet out with pompous Pretences to 
Antiquity, he cannot make them good ; But it is 
proved upon him, nor can he eJude the Proof, that 
in Thirteen Inſtances of Doctrine, containing the 
main Branches of his Scheme, he runs directly coun. 
ter to all Catholic Antiquity, i 

9. He has not been able to vindicate Dr. Clarke's 


' Quotations from the Ancients : Which have been 


proved, all of them, to be either not pertinent, or not 
Juſtly quoted, or not fairly tranſlated, or not rightly un- 
der ſlocd. K 


The Author of the Reply having thus failed in the 
main Buſineſs, I might reaſonably decline any fur- 
ther Diſpute with him. He is fo ſenſible of the 
Lameneſs of his former Performances in the Defen- 
five, that he is now pleaſed to quit that Part entirely, 
and to attempt it no longer, My Oneries remain 
Queries ſtill; and the Oracle ſhuts up in ſullen Si- 
lence. All that I contended for ſeems to be tacitly 
yielded up to me; and I ſtand in quiet, and peace- 


—_ 


f Firſt Defenſe, p. 275, Sc. Second Defe ſe, p. 406, Er. 
s Firſt and Second Defenſe. wery X, XI. Ser. VII, VIII. 
h Firſt and Second Defenſe, 2 5 XII. 

3 Firſt Defenſe, p. 393. Second, p. 484, &2:. 
* Firſt and Second Defenſe. Query XXVII. 


2 able 
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able Poſſeſſion of it. What room then is there for 


any further Diſpute ? Yes, there is room ſtill, this 


Gentleman thinks, to act upon the Offenſive: And 
fince he has been ſo unhappy as to give no Satisfacti- 
on in reſpect of his own Scheme, he hopes however 
to be even with us in ſome meaſure, by declaring 
himſelf till diſſatisfied with ours. He had many 
Objections formerly which he has been pleaſed to 
drop one after another, in the Courſe of the Debate: 
And he has ſome left ſtill, which he reſolves to abide 
by ; though the Force even of theſe few remaining 
have been already ſo broken and blunted, that were 
it not for the Ignorance of ſome Readers, and the 
convenient Uſe of Miſrepreſentations, Miſreports, 
Flonts, and Scoffs, and an aſſuming Poſitveneſs, in 
lieu of a juſt Reply, he could do nothing with 
them. 

For the Benefit therefore of weak Readers, who 
may be moved by weak Things, and for the Sake of 
Truth and Godlineſs, and in regard to the Character 


of the Men I am engaged with, I proceed to examine 


the Obſervations. The Author has taken his own 
Method; and fo will I mine, as to me ſeems moſt 
1 and moſt convenient for the Reader. As his 


ork is a Rhapſody of independent Thoughts, thrown 


under Heads, at Diſcretion: And as the Author in 
the Compoſition obſerves very little Coherence, but 
jumps from Thing to Thing, blending Matters to- 


gether as it happen d, or as came into his Head, I 


ſnall not think it neceſſary to follow him all the 
Way in his rambling Chaſe. But ſome Method I 


- muſt have too; and it ſhall be this, to rank his moſt 


material Obſervations under ſeveral Heads, vix. 
Falſe Charges, Mi ſrepreſentations, Flouts and Scoffs, 
&c, And theſe Heads ſhall make ſo many Chapters. 

CHAP, 
44 
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CHAT 2 


Falſe and injurious Charges contain'd in the 
Obſervations. 


1. IN the Liſt of falſe Charges, I ſhall firſt place 


one that ſtands in Page 118th, as being a very 
remarkable one, and proper to be firſt ſpoken to, by 
way of Introduction to what ſhall come after. The 
Words of the Obſervator are, 
Not ſo much as one ſingle Writer in the Three firſt 
Centuries has preſumed to teach, but, on the contra- 


79, they would all have judged it the Higheſt Blaſphemy 
either to ſay or think (which is the very Point in which 
Dr. Waterland's whole Do&rine centers) that God tle 


Father Almighty, even the One God and Father of all, 


vo is above all, has no natural and neceſſary Supremacy 
' of Authority and Dominion at all; bas no other Supre- 
' macy of Authority and Dominion, than what is founded 


4% 


that provided the Son's neceſſary Exiſtence be ſecured, 


merely in mutual Agreement and voluntary Concert; but 
has, naturally and neceſſarily, a Priority of Order only. 
Here is a high Charge, a Charge of B/aſphemy laid 
to me, and in the Name too of the Ante- nicene Fa- 
thers, whoſe Memory will be ever precious, and 
whoſe Judgment I reſpe&, and reverence. Now, 
that the Reader may the better judge of this extra- 


ordinary Paragraph of the Ohſervator, I muſt take care 


to inform him how the Caſe ſtands between him and 
me in regard to the Supremacy. In the Preface to my 
Second Defenſe, and again in the Book, I intimated 
over and over, in as plain Words as I conld ſpeak, 


that. 


HE 
that he be acknowledged not to exiſt precariouſly, or 
contingently, but neceſjarily, that his Coetermty and 
Conſubſiantiality be maintain'd, his Creative Powers, 
his Infinite Perfections, his being no Creature, but one 
God with the Father, and the like; that then the 
Supremacy ſhall be no Matter of Diſpute with me. 
Any Supremacy of the Father that is conſiſtent with 
theſe certain, plain, Catholick Tenets, always and 
univerſally believed by the Churches of Chriſt; I 
ſay, any Supremacy conſiſtent herewith, I hold, af- 


ſert, and maintain: Any that is not conſiſtent, I re- 


Jet, remove, and deteſt, with all the Chriſtian 


Churches early and late. 
The Caſe then, betwixt this Gentleman and me, 


lies thus: 


It is agreed, I preſume, on both Sides, that God 


the Son is either ſtrictly equal with God the Father, 
as to all eſſential Perfections, or that he is znfotely 
inferior to him, as one that does not exiſt neceſſarily 
mult of courſe be infinitely inferior to another that 
does. | 

The Equality of Nature, it ſeems, is not conſiſtent 
with this Writer's Supremacy ; and he readily acknow- 
ledges that it 1s not : But he will maintain however 
the Supremacy at all Adventures; which is directly 
making God the Son naturally ſubject to the Fathe/, 
who is therefore his Sovereign Lord and Ruler, to 
reward him if he does well, to puniſb him if he does 
amiſs, to do with him according to his Will and 
Pleaſure, as with any other Creature, The Conſe- 
quence is, making God the Son a Creature ; the Je- 
bovah, the true God, and God bleſſed for ever, &c. a 
Creature, a Being that might never have exiſted, and 
might ceaſe to exiſt, if God ſo pleas d. Theſe are 
the plain certain Conſequences of this Gentleman's 
Scheme, and ſuch the Tendency of his Doctrine 


about the Suprenacy. He urges the Supremacy 4 de- 
R | roy 


: macy that either Scripture, or Catholick Fathers 


© reſpect to the Fathers, that while they maintain'd 


[9] 


* ſtroy the Equality : I ſtand by the Equality, and in- 


ſiſt upon it, that it is conſiſtent with all the Supre- 


taught. And I have this plain Reaſon to offer, with 


the Supremacy, they maintain'd alſo the weceſſary 


Exiſtence, the Coeternity, the Conſubſlantiality of God 
the Son, and his Unity of Godhead with the Father; 


| which Points once ſecured, I am very ready to ad- 


mit any conſiſtent Supremacy. The Conſequences 
which Dr. Clarke and his Adherents draw from the 
Supremacy, I anſwer, as the Church of Chriſt has 
always done from the Time ſuch Conſequences were 
pleaded, by admitting a Supremacy of Order, which 
is Natural, and a Supremacy of Office which is Cecono- 


mical. The Conſequences, on the other Hand, 


which we draw againſt them, as deſtroying the . 
Equality ( fo maniteſtly taught through the whole 
Scripture, and by the Primitive Churches) they have 
never anſwer'd, nor can they anſwer them: Which 
they are ſo ſenſible of, that they do not care 
to have them mention'd, but perpetually diſguiſe, 


- conceal, diſſemble them, and keep them out of 


Sight. 
I muſt therefore, in my Turn, now tell the Ob- 


jector, that he is the Blaſphemer, upon the avowed 


Principles of the Ante-icene Churches; in making 


- Gol the Father naturalhj Sovereign Lord and Ruler 
over God the Son and God the Holy Ghoſt; in redu- 
cing Both the Divine Perſons to the Condition: 


of Creatures, or precarious Beings ; brought into 


' Exiſtence at pleaſure, and reducible to Non-exrftence 


1 
#5 
* 
A . . 
85 
1 
2 
$ 
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again at pleaſure. This is not the Doctrine of 
Scripture, or Fathers, but diametrically repugnant to 
Both; is derived from ancient Hereſies, and is falſe, 
wicked, and deteſtable. . 


C 


There 


10 

There may be ſome Difficulties objected to the 
Church's Way of reconciling (the Church's Way! 
call it, for ſuch it is, not nine) the Equality and 
Snpremacy together: but no greater Difficulties than 
what cccur in almoſt every other Controverſy. —_ 
that have ſeen into the Heart o: the Controverſy 
between Jews and Chriſtians, or between Atheiſts 
and Theiſts, or between Papiſts and Proteſtants in ſome 
Points, or between Calviniſis and Arminians, muſt 
acknowledge the ſame Thing in every one of them : 
Which 1s owing to this, that human Capacity 1s | 
finite, and our Ignorance of wider Compaſs than onr 
Knowledge; and that therefore it is much eaſier to | 
raiſe Doubts and Difficulties, than it is to ſolve t 
them. But Difficulties are one Thing, and Demon- | 
ſrations another: And it very ill becomes this Gen- 
tleman, when he has ſuch large Scores of his own, 
and while he bends under the Weight of many in- 
ſiperable Objections, to grow fo exceeding flippant, 
and above meaſure aſſuming, upon the Strength 
only of two or three Stale Cavils, borrow'd from 
ancient Here ſies. 

E ſhould take Notice of his wording the Charge, 
about the ratural and neceſſary Supremacy of Dominion. 
He gives it out that I have totally diſwn'd, and de- 
nied that the Father has any, aſſerting that he has 
wore at all, Ithink, there is a great deal of Diffe- 
rence between ſay ing that the Father has a natural 
and neceſſary Dominion over the Creatures in com- 
mon with the Son and Holy Ghoſt, and ſaying, that 
he has no natural Supremacy of Dominion at all. 
And this Vriter could not be ignorant with what 
Iniquity he thus worded the Thing, to leave Room 

tor a falſe Conſtruction, and to ſhock and aſtoniſh 
every careleſs and ignorant Reader. However, 
thus much may be ſad, that, in ſtrictneſs, no Sus 
premacy of Dominion can be natural and nece ſſar). 
_ | . ä 
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in ſuch a full Senſe as God's Attributes are natural and 


neceſſary, eternally and conſtantly reſiding in him. 


All Supremacy of Dominion ſnppoſes an inferior, and 


commences with the Exiſtence of that Interior; and is 
therefore ſo far, and ſo much voluntary, as the Crea- 
ting of an inferior is. But upon the Infer207's coming 
into Being, then indeed commences the Supremacy z 
which is an extrinſick R. let on, no eſſential Att/ i. 
bute : Only, thus far it may be called vatu/ul and 
xeceſſary, as being neceſſary ex * or, upon 
that Suppoſition, as being a Relation founded upon the 
natural and neceſſary Perfections of the Godhead, 
which ſet it above the Creatures, and make an i- 
ite Diſparity of Nature between That and Them. do 
that, after all, this ſuperabundant Eagerneſs and 
Vehemence for a natural Supremacy over God the 
Son, and God the Holy Ghoſt, is only contending, in 
other Words, for a Diſparity, or Inferiority of Nature 
in thoſe two Perſons : And this is the ſole Meaning 
of appointing them a Governor. The Blaſphemy 1 
am charged with, 1s only the denying that they have 
naturally, any Ruler and Governor, I venture once 
and again to repeat, that they have not, nor ever 
could have: And this I maintain upon the clear and 
undoubted Principles of all the ancient and moder:: 
Churches. 

This Gentleman may call it, if he pleaſes ( Words 
are free) my wonderful Fiction, p. 7. my new and 
unheard-of Fiction, p. 23. entirely of my invertirg, 
p- 28. my own TImention, p. 46, 52, 100. If he 
really thinks ſo, I ſhould adviſe him to read the 
Ancients ; or if that be too much, to read only Bi- 
ſhop Pearſon, or Biſhop Bull, to inform himſelt bet- 
ter: Or if he does not believe it, and yet fays it 
I ſhould intreat him to corre& that evil Habit of 
Romancing, that outragious Method of Reviling, and 
to learn the due Government of his Mind, I have 

C 2 ivrented 


123 


invented nothing, have coined no new Notion, but 
have plainly and ſincerely followed what the Anci- 
ents, with one Voice, have led me into, and the 


Two excellent Moderus, juſt mentioned, have taught 


and maintain'd upon the ſame Bottom. Biſhop 
Bull may be conſulted at large: I ſhall quote one 
Paſſage of Biſhop Prarſon, becauſe ſhort : The Word, 
that is, Chriſt as God, hath the Supreme and U- 
niverſal Dominion of the Werld. * 
all Intents and Purpoſes denying the Father's 
Supremacy as much as I have ever done. But 
what a paſs are Things come to, that the known 


ſtanding Doctrine of all Chriſſian Churches, ancient 


and modern, muſt be treated as a Novelty, as a Fiction 


or Invention of mine. If the Reader deſires a Speci- 
men of the ancient Doctrine in this Point, he may 


turn to the © notations in my Firſt Defenſe, (p. 290, 
291.) which expreſs the Catholick Doctrine, and to 
which all the Fathers are conformable. 
anſwer to the Charge of Blaſphemy. 


Whether this Gentleman can ward off that very 


Charge, or prevent its returning on his own Head, 
may deſerve his Conſideration. The good Chriſtians 
of old would have ſtopp'd their Ears againſt ſuch 
Blaſphemy as his Tenets amount to. All reclaim a- 
gainſt it: Some diredly, and expreſsly, as often as 
they pronounce any Tro, or the whole Three, to be 
one God, or one Subſtance, of one Dominion, of ore 
Power,orGlory:And the reſt conſequentially,by maintain- 
ing the Neceſſary exiſtence, Conſubſtantiality, Coeter- 
mity, or other divine Attributes of the Son, or Spirit. 
I have now done with the Firſt Charge ; which 1 
have dwelt the longer upon, becauſe it runs in a 
manner through the Book ; and the anſwering it 
here in the Entrance, will give Light to what fol- 
lows. | 8 


2 


1 
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II. A 


* Pearſon on the Creed, p. 151. 


Which is to 


So much in 


3 = Second Defenſe, p. 413. 


N 1 
55 


| II A Second falſe Charge upon me, 1s in thefe 
AVords, Negle&ing therefore the Reaſon upon which the 
Scripture expreſsly founds the Honour we are to pay to 
"Chriſt, the Doctor builds it entirely upon another Foun- 
dation, on which the Scripture never builds it, viz. on 
this, that by him God created all Things, p. 7. 
I ſhall ſay nothing here of the Abſurdity of foun- 
ding the Worſhp of Chriſt in the manner this Au- 
*thor does, by tacking Hociniani/ m and Arianſm toge- 
ther, though entirely repugnant to each other, as I 
have obſerved elſewhere &: But as to the Charge 
brought againſt me, of founding Chriſt's Worſhip 
as is here ſaid; I muſt beg leave to confute it by 
producing my own Words. I found the Son's 
« Title to Worſhip upon the Dignity of his Perſon, 
his creative Powers declared in John 1. and elſe- 
„ where; his being 3435, from the Beginning, and 
4 his preſerving and upholdirg all Things, according 
to Colo. 1. 16, 17. and Helv. 1, | 
I fay, his Honour is founded on the ntrinſick 
; © Excellency, and antecedent Dignity of his Perſon, 


- « whereof the Power of Judgment committed is on- 


ly a farther Atteſtation, and a proviſional Secu- 
e rity for the Payment of his due Honour. It did 
not make him worthy, but found him ſo: And it 
' & was added, that ſuch his high Worth and Dignity 
« might appear, &c, = 

Is this founding it entirely upon what the Author 
here pretends ? As to his pleading, that his way of 
founding it is Scriptural, and mine not Scriptural : 
Both the Parts of his Pretext are abundantly confu- 


— << - 


* 


. et 


k Defenſc, p. 275. Second Defenſe, p. 406. 
' 1 Defenſe, p. 276. 


ted 


. 
ted in my firſt, and ſecond Defenſe, » and in a Prefa 
to my Se- mous. | 


III. Another falſe Charge is in theſe Words. P. 11 
Here the Doctor directiyj corrupts the Apoſtle's A ſſer- 
tion; not allowing him to ſay ( what he expreſsly does ſaj 
that to us there is one God, the Father, but only . 
the Reverſe, to give the Father the Stile or Title of tl; 
one God. He grounds the Charge upon what he find 
in my Second Defenſe, p. 194, 4.26, In the firſt I hay: 
theſe Words: Yes, He (the Apoſtle) tells u 
te that the Father, of whom are all things, is the on 
« God (N. B.) in Oppoſition to Falſe ones, to wo. 
« minal Gods, and Lords: And it is plain, that hr 
« meant it not in Oppoſition to God the Son, be 
« cauſe he reckons him God to us. Rom. ix. 5. 
Now, where, I pray, 1s the Corruption of what 
the Apoſtle aſſerts * Or how do J refuſe to allow hin 
to ſay what he does ſay? This Gentleman, it ſeems 
will ſhow it by this wiſe Remark ; *Tis one thing t: 
ſay, that the one God is the Father, of whom are al 
Things; and another thing to ſay, that the Father ( thi 
not the Father only) is the one God. Now 'tis eviden 
the Apoſtle in this Text is not reciting the Characters i 
the Father, and telling us that he may be ſliled the on 
God; but — he is declaring to us who the one God i 
viz. the Father. The Difference then between us ) 
only this; That I ſuppoſe the Apoſtle to tell us wh: 
is the one God, he ſuppoſes him to tell us who the on 
God is. A notable Criticiſm, to found ſuch a Charge, 
of directly corrupting, and di ſallowing Scripture, upon 
eſpecially conſidering that the Greet Words, (4 
2495 6 m74p) may bear either Conſtruction (if the) 


4 5 


u Firſt and Second Defenſe. Query xvi, xvii, xviii, xis 


® Preface to Eight Sermons, p. 40, &c.- a 
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really Two Conſtructions) and either may equal - 


Iy fuit with the Context. For tho' the Text is not 
reciting the Father's CharaQters, not all his Cha- 
mers, yet the Deſign was to point out who is the 
e God; and he fixes that Character upon the Per- 
5 of the Father, as being primarily and eminently, 
tho not excluſively, the one od. 
I have been — — (longer — than it 
deſerves) where the Difference lies between asking 
ho is the one God, and asking, who the one God is: 
And to me it appears ſo very ſmall and impercepti- 
Þle, that I can lay no hold of it. I have tried what 
I could do in another Inſtance: Let it be enquired, 
Pho is the Apoſtle of the Gentiles * the Anſwer is, 
Paul of Tarſus, &c. Well but enquire, who the A- 
ole of the Gentiles is? The Anſwer is ſtill the ſame, 
By of Tarſus, &c. Put the Queſtions into Latin, 
ye are ſtill never the nearer, they are plainly tanta- 
mount: at leaſt the Difference to me is undiſcerna- 
- , unleſs by who in the latter Caſe be meant what : 
Upon which Suppoſition, the Text we are concern'd 


 vith ſhould not be tranſlated, To ns there is but one 


God, the Father, but thus, To us the one God is a Fu- 
tber, &c. Perhaps this ingenious Gentleman may 
be able to clear up the Matter to Satisfaction: But 
ſince he has not yet done it, it is plain he was too 


*baſty in charging me at all, but very injurious in run- 


ning it up to ſuch an extravagant Height. 
$ 


IV. The Doctrine of the Trinity deliver d in theſe 
*Fords, (Eph. 1v. 3, 5, 6.) by the Apoſtle, is ſo expreſsly 


* contradiory to Dr. Waterland's Scheme, and ſo impoſ- 
\fble to be perverted even into any Appearance of Con- 
-ſiſtency with it, that the Doctor finds himſelf here obliged 


even fairly to tell us, that St. Paul ought not to have 
vrit thus as be did, &c. p. 17, 


$ | This 


[ 261 


This is a Charge fo malicious, and petulant, and 
withal ſo groundleſs, that I cannot well imagine 
what could tranſport the Man into ſuch Exceſſes 
For, ſuppoſing I had miſinterpreted St. Paul, and 
very widely too, would it amount to a Declaration 
that the Apoſtle ought not to have writ what he did 
write? How hard would it be with Commentators, 
if upon every Mi ſconſtruction of a Text, really ſuch, 
they were to be thus charged with taking upon them 
to be wiſer than the Sacred Penmen, and to correct 
the Spirit of God ? 

After all, if the Reader pleaſes to look into my 
Defenſe, ? he will be ſurprized to find how innocent 
the Words are, which have been wrought up into 
this high Charge. In my Defenſe, I ſay, © Epbeſ. 4.6, 
has been generally underſtood by the Ancients of 
i the whole Trinity: Above all, as Father; through 
„ all, by the Vord, and in all, by the Holy Ghoſt, I 
refer to [reneus, Hippolytus, Marius Vidorinus, Atha- 
waſjus, and Ferom , for that Conſtruction : I con- 
clude, However that be (that is, whatever becomes 
of that Interpretation, be it juſt or otherwiſe ) yet 
the Father may be reaſonably called the one, or only 
God, without the leaſt Diminution of the Son's real Di. 
vinity. p 

In my Second Defenſe, all I pretend is, that I ſee 
20 Abſurdity q in the Interpretation now mention d 
And I obſerve, that we are not there enquiring into 
the Senſe of the Text, but into the Sentiments of the 
Ancients upon it; and I exhibit their Teſtimonies 
at large. And to take off the pretended Abſurdity 
of that ancient Interpretation, in making the one 
God and Father of all include all the Three Perſons, 
I obſerve how Treneus (one of the Fathers quoted) 


? Defenſe, p. 10. 2 Second Defenſe, 9. 60. 
. reckons 
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relation to the preſent Text. 


7 


5 reckons the Son and Holy Ghoſt to the Father, as 


being his very ſelf in a qualified Senſe. And I 
further add, that“ nothing is more common than 


for a Head of a Family, ſuppoſe Abraham, to be 


« underſtood in a ſtricter or larger Senſe, either as 
« denoting his own po Perſon, or as denoting 


* him and all his Deſcendants conſider'd as contain d 


„jn him, and reckon'd to him. I ſhow farther 
from the plain and expreſs Teſtimonies of Hippoly- 
tus and Tertullian, that they alfo, as well as [renens, 
ſometimes conſider'd the Father in that large Senſe 


before-mention'd. 4 


Theſe are the Fafs ; which this Gentleman ſhou'd 


have confuted, inſtead of bringing againſt me rail- 
ing Accuſations, If there be any Force ( as there 
is none) in the Charge, it falls upon the Fathers; 


whoſe Interpretation I detended no farther than by 
ſhowing it not to be abſurd, nor unſuitable to the 
Language of the Early Times. As to my ſelf, I 
did not ſo much as condemn the common Interpreta- 


tion, but was content to admit of it: And yet if I 
had condemned it, I thould not, I concerve, have 
been therefore chargeable with condemning St. tanl, 


This Writer has a further Complaint, it ſeems, in 
He 1s poſitive that 
the Title of Father of all, is very diſagreeable © to me: 
And he inſinuates, that pure Decercy here reſtrain'd 


me from finding Fault with St. Paul, for chu ſuch a 


Pagan Expreſion. A mean Suggeſtion, and entirely 


- groundleſs, For, neither did I give any the leaſt Hint 


of Ditlike to St. Paul's Expreſlion, nor did I find fault 
with the Fathers tor adapting ſometimes their Stile 
to Pagans, but commended them rather for doing it, 


pn ES 
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4 See my Second Defenſe, þ. 61; 98. = 
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T Obſervations, p. 18. 


118 

in the Caſes by me mention d, f as doing what was 
Proper. And certainly it was commendable in St. 
Faul, and I acknowledged it to be fot, to adopt the 
Pagan Phraſe of Unknown God, and to apply it in a 
riſtian Senſe, to lead the Pagans into a Belief of the 
T7ne God. 

Before I leave this Article, I would take notice cf 
this Gentleman's Aſfectation (to call it no worſe) of 
loading every thing beyond meaſure, in a way un. 
common; and pointing and edging his Expreſſions to 
ſuch a Degree as to make them 7idicnlous. It is not 
enough, with him, to ſay, as another Man would 1n 
ſuch a Caſe, that a Text has been miſconſtrued, and 
its Senſe perverted, or miſapplied ; no, that would 
ſound flat, and vnlgay : But it is to be called corrupt- 
ing the Apoſtle's Aſſertion, not allowing bim to write 
what he did write; or, it is finding fault with him, 
or fairly telling us that he ought not to have writ thus 
as he did; or, it is an Attempt to expoſe and render 
ridiculous the Apoſile's Doctrine, and arguing, not 
againſt Dr. Clarke, but againſt plain Scripture, and 
againſt the Evargelifts and Apoſtles themſelves v. 
This it is to be elegant, and quaint, and to puſh tHe 
Satyr home. I can pardon the Pedantry, and the falſe 
Sublime, in a Man of ſuch a Taſte: But I deſire, he 
may uſe it ſomewhere elſe; and not where he 1s 
laying an Indi#ment, or making a Report, which re- 
quires T7ath, and Strictneſs. 


V. The Supreme Authority and Original Independent 
Abſolute Dominion of the God and Father of all, who 
1s above all; That Authority which is the Foundation of 


— 


s See Second Defenſe, p. 137. 
e Second Defenſe, p. 197. 


v See Reply, 5. 193, 197. 


feſid and declared in the 
Creed, in every Chriſtian Church of the World, and 
which is maintain'd as the Firſt Principle of Religion 
by every Chriſtian Writer, not only in the Three firſt 
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bt, whole Law of Nature, which is taught and confirms 


ed in every Page of the New Teſlament ; which is pro- 
firſt Article of every ancient 


Centuries, but even in the following Ages of Contention 
and Ambition: This Supreme Authority, &c. Dr. Wa- 
terlaud in his laſt Book (merely for the more conſiſtent 


ſalvirg of a metaphyſical Hypotheſis) has by a new and 


wnheard-of Fitior, without any Shadow of Evidence 


from any one Text of Scripture, in direct Contradiction 


to the firſt Article of all the ancient Creeds, without the 
Teftimony of any one ancient (I had almoſt ſaid, or 


Modern) Vriter, very preſumptuouſly, (and had be 


himſelf been an Oppoſer of the Hypotheſis he defends, be 
would have /aid, blaſphemouſly) —reduced entirely to 
rot /ig, by 23, = 

Here ſeems to be ſomething of ſounding Rbetorick 
in this Paragraph ; which had it been intended only 
for an Exerciſe, or by way of Specimen, might have 


been tolerable: But it was wrong to bring it in he 


in a grave Debate; becauſe there is not a word 
Truth in it. 

To ſpeak to the Matter, all this hideous Outcry 
againſt an innocent Man, means only this, as hath 
been above hinted; that I have been willing to 
think, and as willing to ſay, that God the Son and 
God the Holy Ghoſt have naturally no Governor, are 


not naturally ſubject to any Ruler whatever. This 
Gentleman is here pleaſed to intimate that they are, 


5, 

F4 
* 

; 
* 
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bi 
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and is very confident of it. Let me number up the 
many palpable Untruths he has crowded into half 
a Page. One about the Foundation of the Law of 
Nature : A Second, about the New Teflament : A 


: Third, about every ancient Ceed: A Fourth, about the 


firſt Principle of Religion, and every Chriſtian Writer: 
D 2 Four 


[ 20 ] 
Four or Five more, about Dr. Vaterland. There is not 
a Syllable of Truth in any of the Particulars of which 
he is ſo poſitive. For neither does any Law of Na- 
ture, nor any Text of the New ſeſſament, nor any 
ancient Creed, nor any Chriſtian and Catholick Writer, 
euly or late, ever aſſert, or intimate, that God the Fa- 
ther is »aturally ſupreme Gove; nor over his own Sou 
and Spirit; or that they are naturally under his Rule 
or Government, And as to Dr. Vaterland, it is no 
nem or unbeard-of Fiction in him, to aſſert one common 
Dominion to all the Three Perſons, and to deny that 
either the Son or Holy Ghoſt is vatuyally ſubject to 
(that is, a Creature of ) the Father. He has full 
Evidence for his Perſuaſion, from innumerable Texts 
of Scripture, from all the ancient reeds, as under- 
ſtood by the Chriſtian Churches from the Beginning 
to this Day: And he has neither blaſphemouſly, nor 
preſumptuouſly, but ſoberly, righteouſſy, and in the 
Fear of God, ſtood up in Defenſe of the injured 
Honour of the ever Bleſſed Trinity, grievouſly inſul- 
ted and outraged by the Arians of theſe Times; who 


when they have carried on their reſolute Oppoſition 


as far as Argument and calm Reaſoning can go, and 
are defeated in it, rather than yield to Conviction, 
come at length to ſuch a Degree of Meanneſs, as to 
attempt the Support of a baffled Cauſe by the low 
Methods of declaiming, and razling. 


VI. When Dr. Waterland ſays, that many ſupreme 
Gods in one undivided Subſtance are not many Gods, 
for that very reaſon, becauſe their Subſtance 1s un- 
divided, He might exactly with. the ſame Senſe and 
Truth have affirmed, that many ſupreme Perſons in one 
- undivided Subſtance are not many Perſons; for that ver) 
reaſon, becanſe their Subſtance is undivided, p. 51. 


Here 
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Here I am charged with ſaying, that many ſupreme 
Gods are not many Gods, Let my own Words appear 
as they ſtand; Second Defenſe, p. 357. 

« T aſſert, you ſay, many ſupreme Gods in one undi- 
c vided Subſtance. Ridiculous, They are not man 


4 Gods, for that very reaſon, becauſe their Sub- 


« ſtance is undivided.” Is this ſaying, that many 
Gods are not many Gods? No, but They, that is, the 
'Fhree Perſons, ſuppoſed by the Objector to be Three 
Gods upon our Scheme, are not Three Gods, not 
many, but ore God only. This Gentleman appears to 
be in ſome diſtreſs, that, in order to form his Ob- 
jection, he is forced to invent Words for me, and to 
lay them before the Reader inſtead of mine. He 
ſ.ems however ip the ſame Paragraph, to aim ob- 
ſcurely at an Argument which the Author of the Re- 
marks has expreſs'd plainly, and urged handſomely 
enough, * though with too much Roaſſing. 

The Anſwer, in ſhort, 1s this : Though the Union 
of the Three Perſons (each Perſon being Snb/tance) 
makes them one Subſtance, yet the ſame Union does 
not make them one Perſon ; becauſe Union of Sub- 


ſtance is one Thing, and Unity of Perſon is Another: 


And there is no Neceſlity that the ſame kind of Uni- 
on which is ſufficient for one, muſt be ſufficient for 
the other alſo. There is no Conſequence from one 
to the other, but upon this Suppoſit ion, that Perſon and 
ating Subſtance are equivalent, and reciprocal: Which 
the Author of the Remarks had accuteneſs enough to 
ſee, and therefore fixes upon me, unfairly, that very 
Suppoſition. If he pleaſes to turn to my Definition of 
Perſon, he will find, that, though I ſuppoſe Perſon to 
be intelligent ating Subſtance, yet That is not the 
whole of the Definition, nor do I ever ſuppoſe the 
Terms, or Phraſes reciprocal ; any more than the aſ- 
ſerting Man to be an Animal, is ſuppoſing Man and 


7 Remarks, p. 36. 


Animal 


[22] 


in it. That which I have now anſwered is, in my 
Judgment, the beſt and frongef Argument in the 
whole Piece: And I believe he thinks ſo too. 


VII. When the Doctor affirms that the one ſupreme 
God is not one ſupreme God in Perſon, but in Sub- 
france : What is this but afirming, that the one ſupreme 
God is two ſupreme Gods in Perſon, though but one ſu- 
preme God ix Subſtance * p. 51. 

Let the Reader ſee my Words upon which this 


weak Charge is grounded: They are in my Firſt De- 


fenfe, p. 33. 
«. Father and Son Both are the one ſupreme God: 


« Not one in Perſon, as you frequently and ground- 
<« leſsly inſinuate, but in Subſtance, Power, and Per- 
« fection. I neither ſaid, nor meant to ſay, Not 
one ſupreme God in Perſon; but, not one in Perſon : 
The reſt is of this Writer's foiſting in by way of 
blunder, firſt to make Nonſenſe, and then to com- 
ment upon it, and add more to it. In the mean 
while, it is ſome Satisfaction to me to obſerve, that 
in a Controverſy where it is not very eaſy to ex- 
preſs every thing with due Accuracy, the keeneſt 
Adverſaries have not yet found any offenſive or un- 


Juſtifiable Expreſſion to lay hold on, till they have 


firſt made it ſo, by Artifice and Managemeut. 


VIII. Another Method whereby Dr. Waterland at- 
tempts to deſtroy the Supremacy of the one God, &c, — 


is by denying any real Generation of the Son, either Tem- | 


poral or Eternal. Obſer. p. 56. 


Here are two falſe and injurious Charges: One of 


my denying any Temporal Generation of the Son ; _ 
Other 


; 


Animal to be tantamount, or to be reciprocal Terms, A 
I have taken this Occaſion of replying to the Re- 
marks upon this Head, to let the Author ſee that I do 


not negle& his Performance for any Strength it bears 
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ther of my denying any Eternal Generation. Eve 

Body tac hg ſeen my Books knows that I alen, 
maintain, and inculcate Three Generations; the firſt 
Eterral, the other two Temporal : So that this Charge 
of the Obſervator muſt be made cut, if at all, by In- 
ference, or Conſequence only, and not directly: And 
therefore he ought not to have expreſs'd this Article 
in ſuch general Terms as he has, but ſhould have 
ſaid, conſequentially, implicitly, or the like, if he had 
not been exceeding prone to ſet every Thing forth 
in the falſe/t and blackeſt Colours. 

What he advances in Support of theſe two Charges, 


' betrays ſuch Confuſon of Thought, and ſuch ſurpri- 
ing Forgetfulneſs of ancient Learning, (for I am 
unwilling to impute it all to form d premeditated 
Malice) that I ſtand amazed at it. 


1. One of his firſt Blunders is, his attributing the 


Words before all Ages (res mvmoy ⅛ dr) to the Coun- 
cil of Nice: This he repeats, p. 67, 70. Though 
every body knows that thoſe Words were not inſerted 
by the Nicene Council, but the Cox ſſantinopolitan, above 
Jo Tears after. It is neceſſary to remark this, becauſe 


part of the Argument depends upon it. There can be 


no doubt but that theConfautinopolitan Council intend- 


' ſing no more than a Temporal Generation, though t 


ed Eternal Generation: But as to the Nicene Council, 
it may be queſtioned whether they did or no. Theſe 
two our Writer, as his way is to confound every 
Thing, has blended together, and, I ſuppoſe, very 
ignorantly. | 

The Uſe he makes of it, 1s, bringing me in as 
his Voucher (p. 67.) for the Nicene Fathers profeſ- 


expreſsly ſay, "twas 7g mv nov a, before all Ages. 
do indeed offer ſuch a Conjecture about the Nicene 
Fathers; * but then I know nothing of the wymy 


11 


* Second Defenſe, p. 28). Compare Bull. D. E. S. 3. C. 9. 


But ſee alſo Lowti\'s Note upon Soc rat. Eccl. H. p. 23. Ed. Cant. 
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eidvey Which this Gentleman puts upon them; nor 
do I allow that either the Nicene or Antenicene Ca- 
tholicks underſtood that Phraſe in the limited Senſe y, 

2. Another Miſtake, or rather groſs Miſreport, is 
what he ſays of the Writers before, and at the Time 
of the Nicene Council, that uſing the Similitude of 
Light from Light, or Fire from Fire, they always take 
care to exprels this one Difference in the Similitude, that 
whereas Light ſhineth forth, and is commumcated not by 
the Will of the luminous Body, but by a neceſſary Pro- 
perty of its Nature, the Son of God is, by the Power 
and Will and Deſign of the Father his Subſtantial 
Tmage. 

2 not know that any ſingle Writer ever expreſs'd 
this, before Euſebius; if it may be ſaid ot him. 
If it be pretended, that they meant it at leaſt; yet 
neither can that be proved, in the full Extent of 
what is here aſſerted, of any one of them. All that 
is true is, that as many Antenicene Fathers as went 
upon the Hypotheſis of the Temporal Ante-mundane 
Generation, ſo many acknowledged ſuch Genera- 
tion to be by Vill, and Counſel : But none of thoſe 
Writers ever uſed that Similitude upon which 
Euſebius made the Remark now mention'd ; viz, 
that of Light and Splendor, but that of one Light, 
or one Fire of another, which has a very different 
Meaning *, and Application. But it is not the Oh- 
ſervator's Talent to think, or write accurately. 

1 muſt further add, that Origen, Thengnoſtus, Dio- 
yu of Alexandria, and Alexander, making ule of 
the ſame Similitude that Euſebius does, give no ſuch 
Account of it =. And none that intended to illuſtrate 
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See my Firſt Defenſe, p. 139, &c, 
2 See my Second Defenſe, p. 313. 


+ See my Second Defenſe, p. 314. 
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eternal Generation thereby, ever intimated that it was 
by Will, Deſign, or Counſel, in Oppoſition to what 
is natural, or ear in our Senſe of neceſſary. 

3. A Third Inſtance of this Writer's great Confu- 
fron, upon the preſent Head, 1s his blending and con- 
founding together what I had laid down diſtinaly 
upon different Subjects. What I ſay of Poſft-nicenes 
only, he underſtands of Ante-nicenes too : And what 
I fay of one Ante-wcene Writer, he underſtands of 
another; and thus, by the Confuſion of his own Intel- 
lect, I am made to be perpetually znconſiftent. It 
would be too tedious to repeat. All may be ſeen 
very diſtin@ly, and with great Conſiſency, ſet forth 
in my Second Defenſe ; whither I refer the Reader 
that deſires to ſee the Sentiments of every particular 
Writer fairly conſidered, Þ 

4. A Fourth Inſtance of this Author's Confuſſon, 1s 
his pretending that none of the Ante-mcere Writers 
ever mention airy pxior Generation, any other 4nte-mun- 
dane Gereration, beſide that Temporal one before 
ſpoken of. It is true that many, or moſt of the An- 
te· nicene Writers were in the Hypotheſis cf the Tem- 


poral Generation, mentioning no other : But it 1s 


very falſe to ſay, that none of them ſpeak of any 
higher. Origen, and Dionyſius of Alexandria, and 
Methodius, and Pamphilus, and Alexander, are ex- 
preſs for the eternal Generation, or Filiation e: And 
Ireneus, and Novatian, and Dionyſius of Rome may, 
very probably, be added to them. Theſe together 
make Eight, and may be ſet againſt Ignatius, Juſtin, 
Athenagoras, Tatian, Theophilus, Clemens of Alexan- 
dria, Tertullian, Hippolytus, who make an equal 


—— 


- 


Second Defenſe, from p. 280. to p. 307. 
< See my Firſt Defenſe, f. 136, Sc. Second Defenſe, 5. 


202, Er. 
E Number 


[ 26 ] 


Number for the other Hypotheſis, And I have often 


obſerved, and proved, that the Difference between 7 
theſe Writers was verbal only, all agreeing in tge by 
| main Doctrines, and differing only about Terms 5. 
| whether This, or That ſhould be called Genera. ,.;, 
| tion. d | ce! 


5. Another Inſtance of his great Confuſion under 
this Head, is his ob jecting to me again, as before in 
the Reply, my appealing to the Aucients for the Un- 
derſtanding of Vill in the Senſe of Acquieſcence, and 
Apprebatior, meaning by Axcients, Poſt nicene Wri- 
ters. This I did to obviate Dr. Clarke's Pretences 
from ſome Pf e Writers, ſuch as Hilary, Baſil, 
Maris FVitorinus, and Gregory Nyſſen. And, cer- 
tainly, in expounding theſe Writers,” heed muſt be 
given to their way and manner of uſing their Phra- 
jes. And as to calling them Ancients, the Author of 
the Reply had done the ſame twice together. © 

6. This Writer diſcovers his Ignorance, or Infir- 
mily rather, in calling my Interpretation of 47 
er, 1idiculons, as taken only from ſome later 
Chriſ/zan Writers, I proved my Interpretation from 
All araſns, Epiphanius, Hilary, and the hiſtory of the 
Times in which the Siymian Council was held, in 
order to fix the Meaning of the Phraſe about that 
Time, which is the firſt Time we find it applied 
in this Subject. And I fully anſwered all this 
Gentleman's Cavils, which he now repeats, 
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7. Another Inſtance ot his Cnfuſion, is his ſay- defe 

ing of the Proceſſon, or temporal Generation, that me 
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4 Firſt Defenſe, p. 157, c. Second Defenſe, p. 76. eing 
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* Reply, 256, 257. And my Second Defenſe, Þ | ,___ 
309. | 
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it is 110 Generation at all; and that wot one Ante- nicene 
Writer ever was ſo abſurd, as to call that a Generation 
by which the generated Perſon was no mere generated, 
than he was before. As to the Fact, that the Ante- 
icene Writers, in great Numbers, called this Pro- 
ceſſion Generation, I proved it at large; nor can any 
Scholar make doubt of it. And as to the poor Pre— 
tence, which he here repeats, I anſwered it before 
in theſe Words: (Second Defenſe, p. 292.) © Tho” 
« the Logos was the ſame eſſentially betore and after 
© the Generation, he was not the ſame in reſpect of 
Operation, or Haviſeſlation, and outward Ceconcmy ; 
re which is what thoſe Fathers meant. And I par- 
ticularly proved this to be their Meaning, from the 
expreſs Teſtimonies of Faſtin, Methodius, and Hip- 

polytus s; and confirmed it by Quotations from Zeno 

Veronenſis, Hilary, Phebadins, and others. And what does 
it ſignify for the Che tor to let his raw Concept ions, 
and fond Reaſonings about the Meaning of a Word, 

againſt ſuch valuable Authorities? Can any thing be 

more ridiculous than to fit down and argue about 
what an ancient Writer mult, or muſt not have ſaid, 
from pretended Reaſons ex al fur do? I alicit it to be 

Fact that they ſaid, and meant what I report of them; 

and I have produced their Teſtzmones : The Author 

may, if he pleaſes, go on with his Dreams. . 

This Writer having performed ſo indifferently 
upon one Part of the Charge, will not be found lets 
defective in regard to the other; wherein he charges 
me with denying eterral Generation, or reducing it 

to nothing. He will not, I preſume, pretend that J 

either deny it or deſ{roy it, as he does, by pronoun- 

' cing all eternal Generation abſurd and cent ]. 

It I deny it, or deftroy it, it is in aſſerting it how- 
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Second Defenſe, p. 284, 316. 
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ever at the ſame time: And it muſt be by explaining - 


it, if any way, that I reduce it to nothing. If it 
happens not to be ſo explain'd as to fall under this 
Gentleman's Imagination, it 1s, according to him, 
reduced to nothing. But before he comes to his meta- 
Phyſical Speculations on this Head, he gives us a Taſte 
of his Learning, in reſpect of the Ancients ; boldly 
aſſerting, that they never expreſs the f/f, (or eter- 
nal) Generation of the Son, by Filiation, or Gene- 
ration, or Begetting, or by any other equivalent Term. 
This is a notorious Untruth. For, when Treneus re- 
proves ſome Perſons as attributing any Beginmng to 
the Prolation of the Son (Prolationis initium donantes) 
he uſes a Term equivalent to Filiation, or Generation h. 
When Origen declares there was no Beginning of the 
Son's Generation, he uſes the very Word i, as alſo 
when he ſpeaks of the Only-begotten, as being —_ 
with the Father. Dionyfius of Alexandria expreſſes 
it by the word dezvis, eternally generated k; which 
furely is very expreſs. When Methodius aſſerts that 
he never became a Son, but always was ſo !, what is 
this, but ſaying the ſame thing? And when other 
Writers aſſert, that the Father was always a Father, 
this is at leaſt aſſerting an eternal Generation in 
equivalent Terms. But this Writer's Knowledge of 
Antiquity has been ſufficiently ſhown. Let us ſee 
whether he can perform any thing better in Meta- 
phyſicks. He forms his Attack thus: Dr. Waterland— 
defires, you would by no means underſtand him to intend 
eternal Generation indeed, but a mere Coexiſtence with, 
and not at all any Derivation from the Father, p. 72. 


n See my Firſt Defenſe, p. 136. 
i See my Firſt Deſenſe, p. 136. 
k See my Firſt Defenſe, P. 142. Ed. 4th, 
1 Firſt Defenſe, p. 143+ 
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And certainly Dr. Vaterland is very right in ma- 
king eternal Generation to be eternal, amounting 
to a Coexiſtence with the Father, without which it 
could not be eternal. It is obſervable however, that 
this Gentleman oppoſes Derivation to Coexiſtence ; 
which ſhows what kind of Derivation he intends; a 


* Derivation from a State of Non-exiſtence, a Deriva- 
tion commencing after the Exiſtence of the Father, 
and becauſe later than the Father's Exiſtence, inf- 


nitely later, as it muſt be if at all later. In ſhort then, it 


is a Derivation of a Creature from his Creator : This is 


the eternal Generation he is contending for, in Oppoſi- 


* ſition to mixe; while he is endeavouring to ſhow that 


mine is not Generation; as his, moſt certainly, is not 
eternal, nor Generation, but Creation. The Sum of what 
he has to advance is, that Coexiſtence is incompatible 
with Generation, that an eternal Derivation 18 abſurd, 
and contradictory. No doubt but ſuch a Derivation 
as he is imagining (which he explains by a real Mo- 
tion of Emiſſion, and Growth of one out of the other) 
is incompatible with Coexiſfence. But what the pri- 
mitive Fathers intended, and what the Scripture in- 
tended by eternal Generation, implies no ſuch Motion 
of Emiſſion, no ſuch Growth of one out of the other, 
but an eternal Relation or Reference of one to the 
other as his Head. An eternal Relation has no diffi- 
culty at all in the Conception of it. All the Diffi- 
culty lies in the Suppoſition of its not being coordi- 
nate, though the Perſons be coext/tent. And when it 
can be ſhown that all Priority of Order muſt of 
courſe imply a Priority of Duration too, then the 


Objection may have ſome weight in it. Till that 


be done, the Notion of eternal Generation will ſtand : 


An eternal Logos of the eternal Mind, which 1s the 


apteſt Similitude to expreſs the Cocternity and Head- 


{hip too; and is the Repreſentation given of it both 
» a by 


[ 30 ] | 
by Seripture and Antiquity, I proceed to a New 


Charge. 


IX, Another Method by which Dr. Waterland ended- 
vours to deſtroy the Supreme Dominion, Cc. — is his 
labouring, by a Duſt of learned Fargon, to perſuade Men 
that the very Terms One God mean no body knows what, 
P. 85. To this I anſwer, that 75 God means one ne. 
ceſſarily-exiſting , all- perfect, all. ſuſtcient Subſlance, or 
— Wich 8 — &c. kc — g to 
Scripture Account) of Three Perſons, Father, Son, 
and Holy Ghoſt, one Fehovah. This is one Gad. 
Let this Gentleman diſprove it, when he is able. 

I had ſaid, = If Scripture makes the Three 
« Perſons one God, either expreſsly, or by neceſſary 
« Conſequence, I know not what Men have to do to 
« diſpute about intelligent Agents, and identical 
« Lives, &c. as if they underſtood better than God 
„e himſelf does, what one God is, or as if Philoſophy 
4 vere to direct what ſhall, or ſhall not be Tit heiſm. 
Upon this our Obſervator remarks ; better than Dr. 
Waterland himſelf does, is all that he means. I would 
allow the Juſtice of his Reflection, were we diſpu- 
ting what one God 1s, upon the Foot of Scripture : 
For then it would amount only to this Difference, 
that His Interpretation leads one way, and Mine ano- 
nother. But as the Competition is made. between 
Scripture and Philoſophy, he may eaſily perceive both 
the Impertinence, and Iniquity of his Reflection. 
While the Point is removed from Scripture to Philo- 

ſophy for a Deciſion of it, I inſiſt upon it, that this is 
interpretatively, and in Effect, though not in Deſign, 
pretending to underſtand the Thing better than God 
himſelf does, But to proceed with our Writer's 
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1 pretences againſt the Account I had before given 
from the Ancients. | 


* He objects, (p. 86.) that one Subſtance is not the 
4 ſame as one God 3 becauſe two equally Supreme, two Un- 
T origivate Divine Perſons would be two Gods, by my own 
7 Confetlion: For I fay, (p. 207.) that Two Unorigi- 
nate Divine Perſons, howguer otherwiſe inſeparable, would 
be Two Gods according to the Ancients, I knew very 
well what I ſaid, tho' I perceive this Gentleman 
does not apprehend it. The Ancients thought this 
Reference of one Perſon to the other, as Head, was 


one Requiſite among others, to make the Subfance 


Zone, being thus more cloſely allied, and, as it were, 

of one Stock, This made Me ſay, however otherwiſe 
* 71ſeparable : that is, whatever other Union may be 
* ſuppoſed, the Perſons would not be perfectly inſepa- 
rable, not perfectly one Subſtance, (according to the 
* Ancients ) and ſo not one God, but upon the preſent 
Suppoſition. And now how does this ſhow that one 
| Subſtance and one God are not, in this Caſe, tanta- 
mount? To me it ſeems, that it both confirms, and 
explains it. 


xX. The Obſervator charges me (p. 94.) with ma- 
king one compound Perſon of many diſtinct Perſons. 
His Words are: He thinks a Perſon may be compounded 
many diſtin Perſons, He refers to Page the 367th 
of my Second Defenſe. If the Reader can find any 
uch thing there, or any where elſe in my Books, 
let the Charge of falſe Doctrine lie upon me: If not, 
let the Charge of Slander and Calumny lie upon the 
Accuſer. | 


2 


XI. He charges me, p. 62. with referring to a Paſ- 


ſage in mode/t Plea, without pretending to make any 
the leaſt Anſwer to it. This is like his other Miſre- 
gots; Tabundantly anſwer it, (p. 218.) by allowing 
5 4 „„ neceſſary 


4 


11 


neceſſary Exiſtence to be poſitive, but denying it of 9 


Self-exiſtence. 

From the Inſtances here given (to which more 
will be added under the next Chapter) the Reader 
may perceive, that ſpeaking of the Puth, in Sim- 
plicity, and Singleneſs of Heart, is none of this 
Gentleman's Talent. If he hits upon any thing re- 
ally true, and which he might perhaps make 42 
little Advantage of, he has ſuch a Faculty of invent. 
ing, and raining, that he quite ſpoils it in the Tel. 
ling, and turns it into Romance. One would not 

e& ſuch Exorbitances as theſe are from Men of 
their Profeſſion, and Character: But it now brings 
to my mind the Poſtſcript to the Reply ® : And I ſhall 
wonder at nothing of this Kind hereafter. 


2727. 
H. 


Miſreports and Miſrepreſentations contained in 
the Obſervations. 


Very Page of the Pamphlet is concern'd in this 
| Charge: The whole is, in a manner, one con- 
tinued Miſrepreſentation from Beginning to End. 


But ſome of the Miſrepreſentations have been already * 


fhown in the firſt Chapter, among falſe Charges; and 
others will fall under a ſubſequent Chapter. I ſhall 
ſelect a convenient Number to fill up this. 


I. Page 11. the Author writes thus: The Dodor is 
ſorced farther to afirm, that the Son is tacitly included, 


_ 


= See my Second Deſenſe, p. 528. 
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tho the Father be emmently Ailed the one God: Nay, 
(which is very bard indeed ) tacitly included, though 


5 by Name expreſsly excluded, and contradiſtinguiſhed 
y a peculiar Character of his own, in the very Words of 
7 the Text it ſelf. Thus he leaves the Remark, with- 


cout informing the Reader in what Senſe I ſuppoſe 
the Son tacitiy included, I explain it in my Second 
Defenſe, P- 463. 


« I have before ſhown what we mean by ſaying 


7 « that the Son is tacitly included, though the Father 


. 


„be eminently ſtil'd the oze God: Not that the 


Word God, or the Word Father, in ſuch Caſes, in- 
„ cludes Father and Son; but the Word God 1s 
* «< predicated of one only, at the ſame Time that it 
e 3s tacitly underſtood that it may be predicated of 
Either, or Both; ſince no Oppoſitzon is intended a- 
„ gainſt Either, but againſt Creatures, and falſe 
„Gods. 

This Gentleman pretends indeed that the oe God 
is oppoſed to the one true Lord, (in I Cor. 8. 6.) as 
well as to falſe Gods, But this is gratis dicum; and 
he does not conſider that then the Son can be no God 
gat all to us, contrary to Rom. 9. 5. belides many 
other places of Scripture. I fay therefore that the 
2 excluſive Term, in this caſe, is not to be underſtood 
2 with utmoſt Rigor, but with ſuch qualifying Conſi- 
2 derations, as other Scriptures manifeſtly require to 
be conſiſtent with this. I gave Inſtances, in good 
Number, of exclnjive Terms ſo uſed, » which this La- 


Zak 43-41) bor; 


Sica 


conick Gentleman confutes, firſt, by calling them 


:radiculons ; and next, by poſitrvely affirming that, vhere- 
: ever any particular Thing 07 Perſon is by any particular 
| Title or Character contradiſtinguiſbed from any other 
| Tong wh Per fon mentioned at the ſame I'ime under ano- 
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ther particular Title or Character, tis infinitely abſurd 
to ſnppoſe the latter tacitly included in the former, 
from which it is expreſsly excluded. Now, allowing 
him the whole of what he here aſlerts, all that fol- 
Iou's is, that in C. 8. 6. the Son is excluded from 
being God in that eminent Manner, that unoriginate 
Manner as the Father is; not from being God in the 
ſame Senſe of the Word, o nor from being e God with 
him. But it will be difficult for him to prove any 
thing more, than that the Father is there deſcribed 
under the Character of the oe God, of whom are 
all things, and the Son under the Character of the 
one Lord, by whom are all things, in Oppoſiticn only 
to nominal Gods and Lords, and not to each other, 
For, ſince all things are of ore, and by the ether, 
they together are one Fountain of all Things, one 
God and Lord: And thus may this Text ſtand with 
Verſe the 4th of the ſame Chapter, which declares 
that there's but oze God; and with Rem. ix. and 5. 
which declares the Son to be over al, God Bleſſed for 
ever. 


II. Page the 18th of the Obſervations, J am found 
fault with for miſunderſtanding a Paſlage of Athana- 


frus in his Epiſtle to Serapion. ? I had faid, that the 


o See my Second Defenſe, p. 53. 

v Second Defenſe, p. 61. 
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one God is his SubjeZ in that Paſſage; as is mani- 
feſt to every one that can read, and conſtrue. 

My ſmart Corrector here ſays, And yet nct only the 
weceſ|ary Conſlrution of this very Paſſage, but moreover 
Athanaſius himſelf declares, on the contrary, in the 
fulleſt and moſt expreſs Words, that be is ſpeakivg of the 
Father all the way, And to prove this, he refers me 
to * Third Oration againſt the Ariaus; a 
prior Work, and which therefore could declare no- 
thing about his Meaning in the Place I had to deal 
with : 80 far from declaring in the fallef, and moſt 
expreſs Words, It would have been ſufficient for a 

cooler Writer to have ſaid, that Atharaſins had ex- 

plain'd his Meaning in one Place by what he had ſaid 

in another: and to have offer'd it as a able Argu- 

ment to determine a doubtful Conſtruction. 
* Certain it is, that 4thar:afns did not, could not in 
Full and expreſs Words declare before-hand in his 
3d Oration againſt the A ĩans, that he ſhould be ſpeak- 
irg of the Father all the way, ſeveral] Months or Years 
after, in an Epiſile not yet written, nor perhaps thought 
of. I can with better Reaſon plead, that ſince the 
: Epiſtle to Serapion was written after the other, and 
contain d his later Thoughts, that either the former 


+ Treatiſe ſhould be interpreted by the latter, or at 


leaſt that his Second Thoughts upon the Text ſhould 
be preferred. However, upon a careful Review of 


Both the Places, and upon conſidering the Context, 


and the Argument Athanaſius is upon in Both 
g (namely, to prove one Godbead in all the Three Per- 


* 
* 


ſons, one God in, or by, a Trinity, his expreſs Words) 
L am fo far from thinking that the Paſſage in his 
' Oration is at all againſt me, that it rather confirms 
my Conſtruction of the other; allowing only a dif- 


© ferent Pointing from what appears in the Prints, 


ſuch as I have here given. And I deſire the 


Words, 7, d dud Tis reid, O, may be attended to, 
. F 2 0 E 
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as 
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One God in Trinity. If ira de means the Father on- 
Iy, then the Senſe is, one God the Father, in (or by) 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt; which is a Senſe that 
this Writer will call perfectly abſurd. I ſubmit this 
whole Matter to the Judgment of the Learned. In 
the mean while, it is evident that our Obſervatory has 
Jet his Pen run too faſt ; has been exceeding poſitive 
in a Thing which he cannot make clear, or ſo much 
as probable; and that he has expreſs'd his Poſitiveneſs 
in ſuch a manner, and in ſuch Words, as cannot be 
Juſtified by common Rules. 

I may juſt note, before I leave this Article, that 
this Gentleman has not ſhown his Skill in Greek, by 
rendring i: d, (as if it had been as tw, or 
Lc s) exiſting of himſelf : Nor does he apprehend 
the Force of 5 wvmy, or what Athanaſius is talking 
of, in that Place. When he underſtands the Maxim 
of Treneus (imvifibile Filii Pater, p. 234.) and conſi- 
ders how God the Son was ſuppoſed to be let down, 
as it were, to the Creatures, while the Father remain'd 
in excelſis, and, as it were, within himſelf; he 
will then know how to conſtrue That Paſſage, 


IIT. Page 19th of the Obſervations, we meet with 
another Miſrepreſentation, a very great one. 

It was further alledged, that Dr. Waterland moſt ab- 
ſurdly ſo imerprets this Phraſe (iq % / given him 
2 Name; as + 4 it could figmfy extolling and magnifying 
in ſuch a Senſe as Men extol and magmfy God; as if 
Men could (zei graciouſly grant any thing to 
God. I had interpreted exalting to ſignify praifing 
(in ſuch a Senſe as Men exalt God) in oppolition to 
the other Senſe of cxalting, which is raiſing up to a 


higher Place, or Dignity. This is all the Objector 


has to ground his weak Suggeſtion upon. As to zei , 
giving, gratifying With, or the like, as it may be done 
by Equals to Equals, or even by Inferiors to Supertors, 

2 | as 


1 


® as well as by Superiors to Inferiors; where's the Infe- 
* rence that the Father muſt be Superior to the Son, be- 
* cauſe of his giving him a Name © My Anſwer there- 
fore was in theſe Words; © I {ee no Abſurdity in in- 


I 
. 
| 


: 
* 
. 


3 
1 


' Equal doing thus to an Equal: Nor does qe 


« terpreting giving a Name, to be giving a Name. B 

« it is abſurd to imagine that God may not glori | 
« his Son, as well as his Son may glorify hi 

« ſpreading and extolling his Name over thewho 

« Creation. a Which this Writer tranſcribes, an 
leaves as he found; not being able to anſwer it. No 


indeed is there any juſt Objection againſt an 


inti- 


mate any thing more than its being a free and volun- 
tayy Act. But it 1s trifling in this Caſe to ſtrain the 
Words (uſed in the other Caſe) in ſuch a Senſe as 
* Men exalt God; which were intended only in Op- 
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ö 


; 


| 


\ 


: 
: 
' 


Y 
* 
. 
| 


x 
: 
1 
7 


poſition to another quite different Senſe of Exaltation: 
and are ſtill to be underſtood with allowance for the 
different Circumſtances. 


IV. Page 34th, This Writer cites ſome Words of 
my Second Defenſe, (p. 177.) which are theſe : © If 
« you ask why that Perſon called the Son might not 
have been Father; I have nothing to ſay, but that 
“ in Fact he is not. So it is written, and ſo we be- 
« Iijeve: The Father is Father, and the Son is Son. 
Upon which he is pleaſed to remark as follows: By the 
Doctor's Hypotheſis therefore, there was no Impoſſibility 
in the Nature of Things, but Cnoriginate might have 
been Origivate, and Originate Unoriginate ; underived 


might have been derived, and derived underived ; the 


Father might have been begotten, and the Son unbegotten. 


| Such is his malicious, or thoughtleſs Miſconſtruction 


of very plain, and very innocent Words, In the 
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fame Paragraph, from which he cited my Words, 
aſſert the Priority of Order (that is, the Originate. 


neſs of one, and Unoriginateneſs of the other) to 
be natural, that is, neceſſary, or unalterable, and eter: 
nally ſo: So that one could never have been the 
other; which is my conſtant Doctrine. But if you 
ask why they could not, which is asking a Reaſon « 
priori in a Caſe which admits of none, I pretend not 
to it; being content to prove the Fact à poſteriori, 
which is all that can be done. Will any Man give 
me a Reaſon à priori, why there muſt have been 2 
God, or why it could not have been otherwiſe ? It is 
impoſſible, It is ſufficient to prove à poſteriori, that 
in Fact there is a God, and that he could not but be, 
becauſe we find that he exiſts neceſſarily, and with- 
out a Cauſe, But we ſhall have more of this in the 
Sequel. 


V. Page 25. Obſervat. Inſtead of eternal Genera. 
tion, the Doctor, if be was at liberty, had much rather 
ſay eternal Exiſtence of a real and living Word, &c.— 


And for this Reaſon, I ſuppoſe, it is, that inſſead of the - \ 


Nicene Words, begotten of the Father, and from the 
Subſtance of the Father, the Doctor by a new and un- 


heard- of Expreſion, affirms the Sou to be the Subſtance 


of the Father. Fir / Defenſe, p. 379, 380. 

Anſw. As to what he is here imagining of what 
the Doctor had rather ſay, and if he was at Liberty, 
it deſerves no Anſwer: My Sentiments in that Ar- 
ticle are ſufficiently known, and fully laid down 1n 
my Writings. His other Remark about a new and 
unbeard- of Expreſion, betrays his Ignorance in Anti- 


quity, or ſomething worſe. Ever ſince the Terms 
Subſtance and Perſon came into this Controverſy, Fa- 


ther and Son have been always believed, and pro- 
felled to be one Subſtance: As high as Tertullan, 
all the Three have been called one Subfance. Un 
| 5 | Sul 
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into one ſhort Sentence. 
of what I beſore told him *, (though he is pleaſed 
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= Subſtantia in tribus coberentibus, What is this but 
EF &ying, that both the Son and Holy Ghoſt are the 
S Father's Subſtance, ſince all are one Subſtance, which 
one Subſtance is the Father's, as well as theirs? This 
zs all that I ſay in the Place referr'd to, that the Son 

* might be juſtly called the Fathers Subſlance, Both being 


3 01. 


VI. Tertullian preſumes to add, ſpeaking of one of 
Dr. Waterland's principal Aſſertions, if the Scripture 
FP [elf had taught it, it could not have been true. Ob- 
ſerv. p. 52. comp. p. 47. This is Miſrepreſentation 
both of Tertullian, and Me. The Aſſertion of which 
: Tertullian ſpeaks is, that the Father was actually incar- 
vate, ſuffer*d, &c. The Tenet of the Praxecans. And 
he does not ſay, it could not have been true, but 
could not have been bel:eved, and that with a perhaps 
: (fortaſſe non credenda de patre licet ſcripta) to ſhow 
that it was rather a Rhetorical Figure of Speech, than 
to be taken ſtrictly, and with utmoſt Rigor: And 
his chief Reaſon why he ſaid ſo much, was becauſe 


ſuch a Tenet could hardly, if at all, be reconciled 
2 with other Scriptures and their Deſcription of the 


: Father, and the ſtanding Oeconeomy of the Three 
* Perſons therein revealed. How does this at all af- 


keck my Aſſertion that, antecedent to the Oeconomy, 


there was no Impoſſibility in the Nature of the Thing it 
* ſelf, but the Father himſelf might have done tbe ſame that 
the Sou did? This is not the Aflertion which Tertul- 
lian ſtrikes at: Nor did he ſay of the other, that it could 
not be true, nor poſitively, that it could not be believed. 
Three falſe Reports this Gentleman has here crowded 
And I muſt remind him 


* 
1 
— 


7 Second Defenſe, p. 129. 
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to forget it) that the ſame Iertullian, in the ſame 7 
Treatiſe, when, in the Courſe of the Diſpute, he © 


was brought cloſer up to the Pinch of the Queſtion; 
had nothing to ſay about the natural Impoſibility 
of the Suppoſition : But he reſolves the Caſe entirely 
into this, that Scripture had warranted the Aſſertion 
in regard to God the Son, and had not done ſo, but 


the contrary, in regard to God the Father. So little 


Reaſon had this Writer to appeal, twice, to Tertullian 
upon this Article, 


VII. The Three Perſons in the Trinity are ( with 
Dr. Waterland ) real Perſons, each of them an indi- 
vidual intelligent Agent, undivided iu Subſtance, but „till 
diſtinct Perſons : So diſtin, that were they all unorigina- 
ted, be himſelf allows they would be Three Gods. | Good 
reaſon why, when upon that Suppoſition they would 
be more diſinct than they now are: But this is one 
of our Author's ſþrowd Remarks | Tet at the ſame 
Time, in a moſt unintelligible Manner, and with the ut- 
moſt Inconſiſtency, he profeſſes them to be all but one 


living Perſon, Where do I profeſs any ſuch Thing? 


This haſty Gentleman might better have ſtaid a while 
to prove what he pretends, inſtead of fixing upon 
me a Conſequence of his own, and in ſuch a Manner as 
muſt make an ignorant Reader think he had quoted 
my own Words. He brings ſome Paſlages of mine to 
prove his Charge, which yet prove nothing like it. 

If the Reader pleaſes to turn to my Definition of 
Perſon 5, he will eaſily perceive that the ſame Life 
may be common to Three Perſons, and that identical 


Life no more infers $:»gularity of Perſon, than Identi- | 
ty of Eſſence t. When this Writer pleaſes to give us 


——_— 


Second Defenſe, p. 366. 
© See my Second Defenſe, p. 94. 
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another —_— of P er ſon, or to confute mine, We. 
1 


may give him a farther Hearing. 


VIII. In the next Page, (9 


„ might in the ſame way have ſhown that the par- 


'< ticular Glories due to the Father under this or 


that Conſideration, are diſtin& from the Glories 
of the Father conſidered under another Capacity.“ 
' Now let us come to the Remark of this acute Gen- 
tleman upon it. It is thus: What is this, but ſaying, 
that the Perſons of the Father and Son differ no other- 
' wiſe than as Capacities of the ſame Perſon © I am con- 
tent to put it off, and to refer the Reader to my 


Book, which fully explains the whole Thing; hint. 
ing only, that the Writer might as well have {aid 


Offices, ( as Capacities) when his Hand was in; and 
that nothing is more evident than that, if diſtin 


* 
2 


: Offices in different Perſons are a Foundation for di- 


inc Worſhips, then diſtinct Offices in the ſame 
Perſon will make as many diſtin ]orſhips, as there 
are Offices. 


IX. One noted Miſreprcſentation muſt not be 


neglected: The Author inſults mightily upon it. 
T ſhall cite part of what he ſays. PO 
A.Coordination or Subordi nation of mere Order, with« 


ont Relation to Time, Place, Power, Dominion, Authe- 


nity, or the like, is exactly the ſame Manner of ſpeatung 


and thinking, as if a Man ſhould fay, a Coequali q 9s In- 
| © equas 


. . 99.) I meet with a 
2 Miſrepreſentation of ſo odd a kind, that I could never 
have ſuſpected it, and can ſcarce think he was well 
awake when he made it. He pitches upon a Paſlage 
7 of my Second Defenſe, p. 198. which runs thus. 
Lou have taken a great deal of fruitleſs Paing 
e to ſhow, that the particular Glories belonging to 
the Son, on account of his Offices, are diſtindt 
„ from the Glories belonging to the Father, You 
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equality of Equality. Dr. Waterland therefore van 


really much weaker than be imagines, when he wantonly 
declared, He was ſo weak as to think, that the 
Words Coordination and Subordination ſtrictly and pro- 
perly reſpected Order, and expreſs'd an Equality, or 
Inequality of Order. Are not Things come to a fine 
paſs, if the prime Foundation of Religion, the Firſt and 
Great Commandment is to be Indicrouſly placed on ſuch a 
Quickſand as this ? p. 33. 

The Reader, I ſuppoſe, is pretty well acquainted 
with this Gentleman's Manner, before this Time, that 
T have the leſs need to take Notice of his affecting 
big ſwelling Words, and his running out into extra- 
vagant Exclamations on very flight Occaſions It is 
his unhappineſs, that he never knows where to ſtop, 
nor how to be moderate in any Thing. It is Indicrous 
indeed, for him to pretend a Zeal for the Firſt and 
great Commandment, while he 1s preaching up Two 
Gods, and is a Friend to Ceature- Norſbip: But that! 
mention by the way only. As to the Point in Hand; 
had I made any Miſtake in a very nice Part of the 
Controverſy, he might have born it with Temper, as 
I have many, and great ones of his, where there was 
leſs Excuſe for them. To come to the Buſineſs : He 
will not find it eaſy to confute a very plain Thing, 
that Coordination and Subordination ſtrictly, and pro- 
perly, refpe& Order, (to ſay nothing here what the 
Order reſpects) as much as contemporary, or coeval, 
reſpe&s Time or Age, collateral Place, concomitant 
Company; or as any other Word of like nature 

bears a Signification ſuitable to its Etymology, and 
to the Analogy of Speech. 

Againſt this he objects, that a Coordination or Sub- 
ordination of mere Order is exally the ſame Manner of 


p" _—_— 
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# Second Defenſe, p. 96. b 
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1 Jpraking, as # Coequality or Inequality of Equality: 


Which happens to be a Blunder, For as Coequality, 
and Equality are the ſame, in this Caſe, the Expreſh- 
on to anſwer a Coequality or Inequality of Equality, 
would be this; a Coordination or Subordination of C- 
ordination z which is not my Expreſſion, nor _ 
thing like my Senſe. What Order, abſtractedly conſi- 


dered, may ſigniſy, or what in this particular Caſe, 


are Queſtions which may come in preſently. But in 
the mean while it is evident, that there is no Sole- 
ciſm, nor Impropriety, but Truth and Accuracy too, 
in ſaying that Coordination and Subordination reſpect 
Order; not Dominion, not Digmty, &c. as this Au- 
thor pretends; unleſs all Order implies Dominion, as 
it certainly does not. Order is a general Word, and 
is ſometimes determin'd to a particular Meaning by 
' what it is joined with: As Order of Time, Order of 
Situation, Order of Dignity, Order of Nature, Order 
olf Conception, Order of Exiſtence, Order of Canſality, 
Order of Dominion, and the like. But then Order 1s 
: alſo frequently uſed ſimply, and abſolutely, without 
any thing further to determine, or ſpecify its Signi- 
: fication : And thus it hath been anciently,* as well as 
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in later Times, made uſe of in our preſent Subject. 
'Thus far then, I hope, 1t may be very excuſable to 
uſe the Word Order in this Subject, frmply and abſe- 
Intely. If any Word is to be put to it, to make the 
Senſe more ſpec:al, I admit Order of Conception, with 
Tertullian b; or Order of Exiſtence, as the Son exiſt; 
of, and from the Father: Which may be likewiſe 
called Order of Cauſality, e in the old Senſe of Can. 
ſality reſpecting emanative weceſſary Cauſes. That I dil 
not uſe the Word Order without a Meaning, may ap. 
pear from the very Paſſages which this Writer quote: 
from me, p. 34. though he is pleaſed to call them 
empty Words; as every Thing here 1s empty with him 
that carries not in it his crude Conceptions about va. 
tural Dominion. His Argument to prove them 
empty, being founded on nothing but his own Shuf. 
flings and Miſtakes, 1s anſwered above, p. 27. 

The Meaning however of Order 1n this Caſe, may 
be thus intelligibly ſet forth to the meaneſt Caps. 
city. 

While we conſider the Scale of Perſons from Gol 
the Father down to May, or aſcending from Man un 
to God the Father, He is the f/ in the Scale from 
whom all things deſcend - And he is the laft, in th 
way of Aſcent, in whom all things terminate. The 


Father by the Son and Holy Ghoſt conveys all hy 


Bleſſings to his Creatures: And his Creatures in the 


Holy Ghoſt and by the Son, aſcend up to the Father, 


8 


d Principaliter determinatur ut prima Perſona, quæ ante 
Filii nomen erat proponenda, quia Pater ante cognoſcitur, 
& poſt Patrem Filius nominatur. Tertull. contr. Prax. c. 18. 


Nihil plane differt in ſubſtantia, quia verus Filius eſt: 
differt tamen Cauſalitatis gradu; quia omnis potentia a Pat 


in Filio eſt: & in ſubſtantia minor non eſt Filius; Aucroritas 


tamen major eſt Pater. Aut. Queſt, utr. T. eftam, apud Auguſ 
15 Quæſt. 122. | 
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Such is the Scale of Exiſtences, ſuch the Order of 
Things: And this, I hope, 1s intelligible enough. 

If it be next enquired what the Foundation of this 
Order is, and why the Father, if but equal in Nature 
to the Son or, Holy Ghoſt, ſhall yet be at the Top of 
all, and ſtand Firſt; we have this to ſay, that Both 
the Parts are true and certain; and that the Son and 
Holy Ghoſt, though in Nature equal, are yet referred 
up to the Father as their Head and Source, becauſe of 


him, and from him, in a myſterious and inſcrutable 


Manner, they Both are. The Father is from none; 
They from the Father. This 1s the Catholick Doctrine, 4 
and as old as Chriſtianity it ſelf, ſo far as we can 
find in the primitive Records: All acknowledging 
( conformable to Scripture) this Order, and Refe- 
rence of the Son and Holy Ghoſt up to the Father, and 
at the ſame Time aſſerting their Conſubſantiality, 
Coeternity, Neceſſary-exiſtence, Equality of Nature, and 
Unity of Godhead. | 
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This Origination in the Divine Paternity hath anciently been 
looked upon as the Aſſertion of the Unity : And therefore the Son and 
Holy Ghoſt have been believed to be but one God with the Father, 
becauſe Both from the Father, wwho is oue, and ſo the Union 0 
them, Pearſon on the Creed, p. 40. See alſo my Second De- 


tenſe, 5. 43, 177» 53% 


If 
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If our Ideas of this eternal Reference of one Per- 
ſon up to another be no more than general, and con- 
Fuſe, not full and adequate; what wonder is it, that 
we ſhould find it ſo in a Subject fo ſublime? Is it 
not the tremendous Sub/fance, or Eſſexce of the di.. 
vine Being that we are here conſidering ? And who 
is ſufficient for theſe Things? Let any Man try the | f 
utmoſt Stretch of his Capacity, in any thing elſe _ ; 
immediately pertaining to the divine Subſlance; and 4 
he will ſoon perceive how ſhort and defective all his 1 
Ideas are. He cannot tell us what it is, nor where. _ E 
unto we may lien or compare it: Cannot ſay how it 4 
is preſent every where, or how it as any where. 
Every Thang belonging thereto, as Simplicity, Infinit), _ 
Eternity, Neceſſary-exiſtence, e is all dark and myſte- th 
rious : We ſee but through a Glaſs darkly, and cannot | 
fee God as he is. It may therefore become theſe h 


Gentlemen to be a little more modeſt, and leſs po- © 
tive in theſe high Matters; and not to inſult us, in . 
their Manner, as teaching a Collocation of Words, or 9 


an Order of empty Words; only becauſe we cannot F- 
give them, what we cannot have, full and adequate 7 
Tdeas of the myſterious Order and Relation of the _ th 
Bleſſed Three, one among another. We might as | 
reaſonably object to them an Eternity of Words, or C 
an Omnipreſence of Words, a verbal Ubiquity, Simpli- tle 
city, Infinity, and the like, as often as we perceive Th 
that they are not able to give us more than general, vi] 
confuſe, and inadequate Conceptions of thoſe Things. * 

Such is our Anſwer, ſuch our juſt Defenſe, after 
attending to every Conſequence the Adverſary can ob- ten 
ject, and after ſuffering it, in the Way of fair D- f 
date, to be run up to the utmoſt Height, We ac: fan 
knowledge God's Eſſence to be inſcrutable, as did the 
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e See my Firſt Defenſe, p. 3 14, &e. 
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ancient Catholicks in the ſame Cauſe, againſt the 
Eumomians ; who finding themſelves thereby pinch'd, 
had no way left but to put on a bold Face, and flatly 
to deny the Incomprebenſibility of God's Eſſence. ® If 
their Succeſſors at this Day are of the ſame Mind, 
let them ſpeak out. It ſhould be obſerved how dif- 
ferently our Adverſaries here behave, from what we 
do when purſued with Conſequences. © They deny the 
Nece ſſary-exiſtence of God the Son. Run them down 
but to the next immediate Conſequence, precarious 


- Exiſtence, and they are amazed, and confounded ; 


And inſtead of frankly admitting the Conſequence, 
they fall to doubling, ſhifting, equivocating, in a 


moſt childiſh Manner, to diſguiſe a Difficulty which 
they cannot anſwer. 3 Puſh them a little farther, as 


making a Creature of God the Son; and they fall to 


bleſſing themſelves upon it: They make the Son a 


| Creature ? No, not they; God forbid. And they 


will run you on whole Pages, to ſhow how many 
Quiris they can invent to avoid giving him the 


Name of Creature, and at the fame time to aſſert the 


' Thing, Carry the Conſequence a little lower, till 
their whole Scheme begins to ſhow it ſelf more and 


more repugnant to the Tenor of Scripture, and all 


Catholick Antiquity ; and then what do theſe Gen - 


- | tlemen do, but ſhut their Eyes, and ſtop their Ears: 


They do not underſtand a Word you ſay ; they 
will not be anſwerable for Conſequences ; they never 


taught ſuch Things, nor think them fit to be men- 


troned, This is their way of Management, as of- 
ten as we go about to purſue the Cox/equences 
of their Scheme down as far as they can go; at the 
ſame time that we ſuffer them to exhauſt all their 


* 


* 


See my Firſt Defenſe, p. 307. 
Second Defenſe, p. 219. 
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Metaphyſicks in drawing any imaginable Conſequences. 


againſt the Catholick Doctrine, and both attend to 


them, and anſwer them, with all Chriſtian Fairneſs, 
Openneſs, and Sincerity b. The meaneſt Reader 
may here ſee, by this different Conduct, where 
Truth, where Integrity, where Reaſon is, and where 
it is not: Truth does not uſe to ſhun the Light ; nor 
is it any Sign of a good Cauſe to want ſo much Art, 
and Colouring, And let it not be pretended that all 
this — and Diſguiſe is only to ſcreen their 
Sentiments from the popular Odium, and themſelves 
from publick Cenſure: There may be ſomethipg in 
that; and ſo far perhaps their Conduct may appear 
the more excuſable. But there 1s certainly more 1n 
it than that comes to; becauſe the ſame Men can, 
upon Occaſion, diſcover their low Sentiments of God 
the Son very freely i; and it is chiefly when they 
are preſs'd in Diſpute, and when they ſee plainly 
how hard an Argument bears upon them, from Scri- 
Pture and Antiquity, that they have recourſe to Eva- 
fron, and Diſguiſe, and refuſe to ſpeak out k. But to 
proceed, 


X. The Doctor frequently appeals from Reaſon and 
Scripture to Authority. V hen bis Argument is reduced 
to an expreſs Contradiction, a Contradiction in it ſelf, as 
well as to Scripture, then he alledges that the Thing he 
contends for muſt be ſo upon the Principles of the pri- 
mitive Churches, (Second Defenſe, p. 127.) meaning, 
that it muſt be ſo upon his own Hypotheſis. Obſerva- 
tions, P. 115. 


— 


h See my Second Defenſe, p. 355. 

i See a Collection of Paſſages in my Supplement to the Caſe, 
Sc. p. 10, &c, 

k See Inſtances, in the Reply, p. 45, 175, 223, 224z 237» 
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Let the Reader fee my Words, upon which this 
Gentleman makes his tragical Exclamation, 

« One Subſtance with one Head, cannot make 
« Two Gods upon the Principles of the primitive 
Churches: Nor are your Metaphyſ cls ſtrong enough 
« to bear up againſt their united Teſtimonies, with 
« Scripture at the Head of them.” How is this ap- 
—_ from Scripture to Authority? So tar am I 
rom it, that in another Place, | while I commend 
the Ancients for their way cf ſolving the Unity, as 
taking the beſt that human Wit could invent or reſt 
upon, yet I declare at the ſame Time, that there 1s 
no neceſſity at all for ſhowing how the Three are 
One: It is ſufficient that Scripture bears Teſtimony to 
the Fa#, that ſo it is; we are not obliged to ſay how, 
And There alſo I obviate what this Writer here pre- 
tends, in his vain Confidence of bca/ling, as if he 
was able to do great Things in the way of natural 
Reaſon , by obſerving that the Adverſary can do no- 
thing in this Caſe, unleſs he be able to ſhow (which 
is 1mpothible ) that no Unity whatever can be ſufficient 
to make more Per ſons than one, one Being, one Sub- 
ſtance, one God, 


XI. When an Argument is world up to the Eviderc? 
even of an identical Propoſition ( which is the Eſſence of 
Demenſlration ) then, *tis contrary (he ſays) to the 
Sentiments of wiſer Men, who have argued the other 
way. Obſervat. p. 87, 115. 

It is very true that I preface my Anſwer to ſome 
big'Pretences of theirs, with the Words here recited n, 
I ſuppoſe, the great Offence is, in reminding them 
that there have been Men wiſer than they are. As 
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! Second Defenſe, p. 65. Compare Firſt Defenſe, p. 329. 
2 Second Defenſe, p. 215. Compare p. 232, 234. 
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to the identica! Propoſition, the Demonſtration here 


talked of, I ſhow in the ſame Place, » that it is built! 


upon nothing but the equivocal Meaning of Same. 
eſs, Reduce it to Syllogiſm, and it will be found a 
Sophiſm with four Terms in it. | 


In Page the 87th, arguing againſt the Suppoſition | 
of Powers derived and underived being the ſame; | 


he ſays, If it were poſſible, it would follow, that the 
ſupreme Power of all, the Power of begetting, or deriving 
Being and Powers down to auother, would be no Power at 
all. That is to fay, if the eſſential Powers of the 
Godhead be the ſame, then the perſonal Properties are 
loſt, But I humbly conceive, that as Union of Sub- 
ſtance accounts for the one, the Diſtinction of Perſons 
may account for the other : And this ſupreme Power 


of deriving, &c. amounts to nothing more than a 


Mode of Exiſting, or a Relation of Order o. 


N. B. The ſupreme Power of begetting, which the | 
Author here ſpeaks of, means with him nothing more, | 
nor leſs, than the ſupreme Power of creating ; which is 


plainly his Senſe of begetting, as may appear from 
what hath been obſerved above, p. 29. 


XII. Again, when two very different Aſſertions are 


affirmed not to be the ſame Aſſertion, then he asks, How 
do you know? Or, how came you to be wiſer in this 
rticular than all the Chriſtian Churches early or 
ate? Who yet never afirmed two ſuch different Aſſer- 
tions to be the ſame Aſſertion ; and if they bad affirmed 
it, ill the Aſſertions would not have been the ſame, 
Obſervat. p. 119. 


2 Second Defenſe, p. 215, 216. 
® See my Second Defenſe, . 21). 
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Let my Words appear; » © You add, that making 
one Subſtance is not making one God: To which it 
« 1s ſufficientto ſay, How do you know ? c. The 
Thing here maintain'd 1s, that upon the Principles of 
the primitive and modern Churches, if the Three 
— be one Sub ſlance, they are of Conſequence 
one God. The Aſſertions in this Caſe are equivalent, 
and tantamount, This is the plain avow d Doctrine 
of the Church ever ſince the Term Subſtance came 
in, They that impugn this Doctrine, ougit firſt to 
confute it, if they can. Sometimes indeed I expreſs 
this primitive Doctrine by ore Subſtance with one 
Head, for greater Diſtinction: But one Subſtarce im- 
plies Both, becauſe the Notion of Head/hip is taken in 
with the Union of Subſtance, as rendring the Union 
cloſer, and making the Subſtance more perfectly 


O. 4 


XIII, Ven he is told, that tis great Preſumptuoneſs, 
to call the Particularities of his own Explication, the 
Doctrine of the Bleſſed Trinity; then he cries out, 
great Preſumption indeed! To believe that the Ca- 


tholick Church has kept the true Faith; which are 


the very Words, and the very Argument wherewith the 
Writers of the Church of Rome perpetually inſult, and 
vill for ever with Juſtice inſult over all ſuch Proteſtants, 
as endeavour to diſcourage all ſerious Enquiry, &c. 

This Writer, to introduce his weak Reflection, is 


| forced to cut off Part of my Sentence, which runs 


thus: Kept the true Faith, while Eunomians and 
Arians made ſhipwreck of it. This ſhows that I was 
ſpeaking of the Catholick Church juſtly ſo called, of 


| the primitive Times, and before Popery was in Being; 


—B 


Second Defenſe, p. 329. 
1 See above, P- 31. 


1 


which Obſervation would have entirely prevented 


his Sarcaſm, or have diſcovered the Impertinence of. 


it. As to the Church of Rome, I deſire no better, no 
other Argument againſt her, than the ſame I make 
uſe of againſt the Miaus, viz. Scripture interpreted 
by Primitive and Catholick Tradition, Down falls 


. Can -- 


Popery, and Arianiſm too, as ſoon as ever this Prin- 


ciple is admitted. But this Author, I conceive, was 
a little too liberal to Popery, or did not know what 
he was talking of, when he preſumed to intimate, 
that the Vyiters of the Church of Rome can with Fuſtice 
inſult us on that Head. I hope it was a Slip, and 
he'll retract it when he comes to conſider, But here 
again his Eagerneſs overcame him, and carried him 
too far, | 


XIV. It bad been alledged, that he who never adls in 
Subjection, &c. — and every other Perſon always ads 
in Subection to bis Will; is, alone the ſupreme Gover- 
nor. In reciting this Argument twice, Dr. Waterland 
does twice omit the Word always, in which the Streſs of 
the Argument lies. Obſervat, p. 24. 

In abridging, not reciting, the Argument, I omitted 
the Word always; having indeed no Suſpicion that 
any ſtreſs at all could be laid upon it, but thinking 
rather that it had been careleſsly, or thoughtleſsly 
put in by the Author, If the Streſs of the Argu- 
ment lies there, the Argument is a very poor one, 
being grounded only upon a Preſumption of 2 
Fa# that can never be proved. I allow indeed, 
if God the Son antecedently to the Oeconomy, 
and before the World was, ated in Subjection to the 
Father, that then the Argument will have ſome 
force in it: But as I very well knew that the Author 
never had, never could prove any ſuch Thing ; fol 
could not ſuſpect him to be ſo weak a Man, as to lay 
the ſtreſs of the Argument there, I inſiſt upon . 

| I ; | that 
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that Millions and Millions of Ages, an Eternity, a 
parte Ante, had preceded, before ever the Son or 
Holy Ghoſt are introduced as acting in Subjection. 
Let the Author diſprove this, and he will do ſome- 
thing. I have read of the Glory which our Lord had 
with the Father before the World was : But never heard 
any thing of his Ihen acting in Subjection to him: 
Whereſore it does not appear that he always did it, 


XV. There is no Argument in which Dr. Waterland 
15 more inſolent, or with leſs reaſon, than in this which 
follows. There are, be thinks, as great Dithculties in 
his Adverſary's Notion of the divine Omnipreſence, 
as there are in his Notion of many equally Supreme ( in 
Nature) independent Perſons, conſtituting one ſupreme 
Governor, or Monarch of the Univerſe. Upon 
this weak Compariſon be ſeems to build all his Hopes 
Aid yet the whole of the Compariſon is as entirely 
impertinent, as if a Man ſhould pretend that to him 
there are as great Difficulties in conceiving Immerſity, 
or Eternity, as in conceiving Tranſubſtantiation, &c, 
Obſervat. p. 95. 

How juſt, how civil, how pertinent this Repreſen- 
tation 1s, will appear, when I ſhall have given the 
Reader a true and faithful Account of this whole 
Matter, from the Beginning, which is as follows. 

In the Year 1704. Dr. Clarke, then but a young 
Man, publiſhed his Demonſtration (as he is pleaſed 
to call it) of the Being and Attributes of God : In 
which Work, not content with the common Argu- 
ments for the Exiſtence, a poſterior, he ſtrikes a Note 
higher, and aims at a Proof a priori; which every Man 
of Senſe beſides knows to be contradictious, and 7mpoſ- 
fible, though He was not aware of it, However, to 
countenance his pretended Demonſtration , he laid 


hold of the Ideas of Immenſity, and Eternity, as ante- 


cedently forcing themſelves upon the Minds of all 
Men : 


I 


Men: And his Notion of the Divine Immenſity is, 
that it is infinite Expanſion, or infinite Space, requi- 
ring an infinitely expanded Sub/tratum, or Subject; 
which Subject is the very Subſtance of God, fo ex- 
panded. Upon this Hypotheſis, there will be Sub- 
ſtance and Subſtance, This Subſtance and That Sub- 


ſtance, and yet but one numerical, individual, identi- 


cal Subſtance in the whole. This Part will be one 
individual identical Subſtance with That Part : And a 
Thouſand ſeveral Parts will not be ſo many Sub/tan- 
ces (tho every one be Subſtance) but all will be one 
Subſtance. This is Dr. Clarke's avow'd Doctrine: He 
ſees the Conſequence, he owns it; as may appear 
from his own Words *, in Anſwer to the Objection, 
And he muſt of courſe admit, that the one indivi- 
dual Subſtance 1s both one in Kind, in regard to the 
diſtinct Parts, and one in Number alſo, in regard to 
the Union of theſe Parts in the whole. Upon theſe 
Principles does the Doctor's famed Demonſtration of 
the Exiſtence proceed; and upon theſe does it now 


ſtand. | 
I muſt next obſerve, that the ſame Dr. Clarke, in 


the Year 1712. was diſpos'd to publiſh, and did 


publiſh a very ill Book againſt the received Faith of 
the Church; which he entituled, The Scripture Do- 
Frine of the Trinity. He made a pompous Show of 
Texts, and pretended much to Antiquity alſo: But as 
many as could look thro' the Surface, and penetrate 
into the Work, eaſily ſaw that the main Strength of 
his Performance reſted upon two or three Philoſophi- 


2 


— 


No Matter is one Subſtance, but a Heap of Subſtances. 
And that I take to be the Reaſon why Matter is a Subject incapable 
of Thought, not becauſe tis extended, but its Parts are diſtin 
Subſtances, ununited, and independent on each other : Which (1 
ſuppoſe ) is not the Caſe of other Subſtances, Clarke's Anſwer ta 
the 6th Letter, p. 40. 


cal 
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N cal Principles, by virtue whereof he was to turn and 


wreſt Scripture, and Fathers too, to ſuch a Senſe as 
he wiſh'd for, that is, to the Arian Hypotheſis. 
Among his Philoſophical Principles, the moſt conſi- 
derable of all, and which he ofteneſt retreated to in 
Diſtreſs 5, was This; that the Defenders of the re- 
ceived Doctrine, whenever they ſhould come to ex- 
plain, muſt inevitably ſplit either upon Sabellianiſin 
or — Which Preſumption he grounded upon 
this Reaſoning; That the Three Perſons muſt be ei- 
ther ſpecifically one (one Subſtance in Kind only, 
while Three Subſtances in Number) which is Tri- 
theiſin; or elſe they muſt be individually one Subſtance, 
one in Number in the ſtricteſt Senſe, which is plain 
Sabellianiſm. Which Reaſoning at length reſolves 
into this Principle; that Subſtance and Subſtance, 
however united, muſt always, and inevitably make 
Sub ſlances; and that there cannot poſſibly be ſuch a 
Thing as one Subſtance in Number and in Kind too at 
the ſame time. 

And now it could not but be pleaſant enough to 
obſerve the Doctor and his Friends confuting the 
Atheiſts upon this Principle, that Subſtance and Sub- 
ſtance united does not make Subſtances, and at the 
ſame time confuting the Trinitarzans upon the con- 
trary Suppoſition. Againſt Atheiſts, there might be 
Subſtance one in Kind and Number too: But againſt 
the Trimtarians it is downright Nonſenſe, and Con- 
tradition. Againſt Atheiſts, Union ſhall be ſuffici- 
ent to make Sameneſs, and numerical Subſtance ſhall 
be underſtood with due Latitude: But againſt T7713- 
tarians, the Tables ſhall be turn'd ; Union ſhall not 
make Sameneſs, and no Senſe of 1umerical Subſtance 
ſhall ſerve here but what ſhall be the very Reverſe 


Ser my Firſt and Second Defenſe. Query xxii. 
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of the other. In a word; the Affrmative ſhall ſerve 


the Doctor in one Cauſe, and the Negative in the 
other : and the ſelf-ſame. Principle fhall be evidently 
true there, and demonſtrably falſe here, to ſupport 
two ſeveral Hypotheſes. 

I had obſerved the Thing long ago, before I pub- 
liſhed a Syllable in the Controverſy : And that I 
might be the better ſatisfied, diſcourſed it ſome 
times over with Friends; which ſtill confirmed me 
the more in it. Having tried the Thing every way, 
and being ſecure of That Point, a Point upon which 
the main Cauſe, as I eaſily foreſaw, would at length 
turn, I then proceeded to engage thoſe Gentlemen : 
And as often as they have been retreating to their 
Dilemma about Sabellianiſm and Jritheiſm (their 
impregnable Fortreſs as they eſteem'd it) I have ob- 
jected to them their Self-contradiction and Inconſiſlen- 
cy; t have retorted upon them their own avowed Do- 
ctrine in another Cauſe; have reminded them of 
their former, (their preſent ) Sentiments in that Ar- 
ticle, and have ſometimes pretty ſmartly tax'd their 
notorious Prevarication, and Partiality in the Cauſe 
of the Trinity; while they inſiſt upon Principles 
here as of undoubted Certainty, though they believe 
not a Word of them, though they really diſbelieve 
them in any Cauſe elſe. For this I am called I/o- 
tent by the meek, and modeſt Obſervator : And by the 
judicious Author of the Remarks, my Conduct here- 
in has been cenſured as ridiculous, and monſtrous: * By 
whach I perceive, that the Men are ſtung ſomewhere 
or other, and have Senſe enough to know when they 
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t See Firſt Defenſe, 166, 167, 168, 171, 299, 354. 
And Second Defenſe, p. 50, 64, 210, 329, 324, 360, 419, 
4324 46, 447, 454. 
* Remarks on Dr. Waterland's Second Defenſe, p. 38. 
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are hurt ; but have not learn'd how to bear it. One 
tells me, that I build almo/ all my Hopes upon this 
Diſcovery : Another intimates, how happily for me, 
my Adverſaries had advanced their Netion, becauſe 
otherwiſe I ſhould have had nothing at all to ſay. > It 
is a great Favour in Them to allow that I have ſome- 
thing at laſt : Let us now examine what They have to 
fay : I'll reduce it to Heads, for Diſtinction ſake. 

1. They are ſometimes inclinable to di/own any 
ſuch Notion as I have charged upon them. The Au- 
thor of the Remarks, being a nameleſs Man, thinks he 
may ſafely ſay, that he bas nothing to do with that No- 
tion, one way cr other.< And even the Writer whom 
I am now concerned with, ſays, that 'tis by mere 
Conjecture only, that Dr. Waterland has taken it to be his 
Opinion at all. * If it be Dr. Clarke that ſays this, 
his own Books confute him: If Mr. Fackſon, he knows 
that I am perfectly well acquainted with his real and 
full Sentiments in that Queition. However, if Dr, 
Clarke's Friends meanly deſert him here, and in a 
Point too on which his famed Demon/{ration very 
much depends ; I will endeavour to do the Doctor 
Jultice ſo far, and ſhall not ſuffer him to be run 
down in a right Thing, however I may blame him, 
when I find him wrorg. 

2, Sometimes they complain of me as very unfair 
to take an Advantage of an Opinion ot therrs, and 
to plead it as true, at the ſame time that I my ſelf 
judge it to be erroneons and falſe, © But this is groſs 
Miſrepreſentation. -I plead nothing but what I take 
to be very true; namely, that Subſtance and Sub- 
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b Remarks, p. 36. 

© Remarks, p. 14. 

9 Obſervations, p. 100. 

E See the Remarks, P. D Se. 
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ſtance in Union does not always make Subſlances; 
which is Dr. Clarke's Doctrine as well as mine; and, 
if true againſt Atheiſts, cannot be falfe againſt the 
Trinitariaus. Indeed, I do not admit, (at leaſt, I 
doubt of) their Hypotheſis about God's expanded Sub- 
ſtance : But their general Principle of Union being 
ſufficient to make Sameneſs, and of united Subſtance, 
in things immaterial, being one Subſtance, this I 
heartily cloſe in with, and make no queſtion of its 
Truth and Certainty. 

3. They ſometimes plead that, at beſt, this is on- 
ly Argumentum ad bominem f, and that it 1s therefore 
mean to inſiſt upon it. Let them then firſt condemn 
Dr. Clarke for — me into it: And when they 
have done, I'll defend the Doctor, ſo far, by the 
concurring Verdict of the whole Chriſſian World, by 
the Maxims of common Senſe, and by the prevailing 
Cuſtom of Speech, which never gives the Name of 
Subſtances to any thing, but where the Subſtance is 
ſeparate, or ſeparable. And I will farther plead, that 
upon the Hypotheſis of Extenſion, this Principle muſt 
be true; or elſe there is no ſuch thing as one Subſtance, 
or one Being, in the World s. Farther, if I had not 
ſuch plain and cogent Reaſons for the Truth of this 
Principle; yet ſince I am here upon the defenſive on- 
ly, and am warding off an Oljection, I have a Right 
to ſuppoſe it true, till my Adverſaries can prove the 
contrary, All theſe Conſiderations put together, are 
more than enough to anſwer the Pretence of my ar- 
guing ad hominem. 

4. They add farther, That their Explication of 
the Omnipreſence is not exactly parallel to my Notion 


See the Remarks, p. 13. 
See my Second Defenſe, 5p. 324, 447. 
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of the Trinity b. Nor did I ever pretend that it was 


exactly parallel : I have my ſelf particularly ſhown i 
wherein, and how far the two Caſes differ. But, 


for as much as Both agree in one general Principle 


(which was all that I wanted, and all that I inſiſted 
upon ) that Subſtance in Union with Subſtance does 
not neceſſarily make Sub/ances, they are ſo far paral- 
lel : And fo long as this Principle ſtands its Ground, 
(which will be as long as common Senſe ſhall ſtand) 
ſo long will the received Doctrine of the Trinity ſtand 
clear of the moſt important, and moſt prevailing 


Objection that Metaphyſicks could furniſh: And the 


boaſted Pretence of no Medium between Sabelliamſm 
and Jritheiſm, which has been in a manner, the ſole 
Support, the laſt Refuge both of Socinians and Arians, 
is entirely routed and baffled by it. Hinc ills La- 
cryme, &c. that I may uſe now and then a Scrap of 
Latin, as well as our Obſervator. I paſs over ſeveral 
Remarks of his, relating to this Article, becauſe 
now the Reader will perceive how wide they are of 
the Point in Hand; and that they are only the un- 
eaſy Struggles of a Man faſt bound, and fettered ; 


bearing it with great Regret, and very deſirous, if 


poſſible, to conceal it; though he ſhows ſo much the 


more, by the laborious Pains he ſpends upon it. 


XVI. What I ſuppoſe the Doctor more ffrictiy means 
x this, that if, from the higheſt Titles given to Chriſt in 
Scripture, he cannot prove the Son to be naturally and 
neceſſarily the God ſupreme over all; then neither can we, 
from the higheſt Titles given to the Father in Scripture, 
prove bim to be naturally, and neceſſarily the God ſupreme 
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h Remarks, P · 38. 
Firſt Defenſe, p. 168. 
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60 
erer all, ſo as to have no one above or ſuperior to him in 
Dominion. Obſervat. p. 110. 

This Repreſertation ot the Caſe is pretty fair in the 
main, had but the Author in his farther Proceſs kept 
cloſe to it, and made no change in it. My Argument 
was this; * That Dr. Clarke aud his Friends, by their 
artificial Eluſions of every Text brought for the Di- 
vinity of God the Son, had mark'd out a way for elu- 
ding any Text that could be brought for the Divini- 
ty of God the Father. To make this plain, let it 
be premiſed, (as granted on both ſides) that there 
is diſcoverable, by the Light of Reaſon, the Exiſtence 
of ſome Eternal, Immutable, Neceſlarily-exiſting 
God: And now the Queſtion will be, how we prove 
from Scripture that any particular Perſon there men- 
tioned, is the cteyval God whoſe Exiſtence is proved 
by Reaſon. We urge in Favour of God the Son, that 
he is God, according to Scripture, in the true and 
full Meaning of the Word ; therefore he is the eter- 
ral God, and has no God above him. We urge that 
he is Fehorah, which 1mplies Neceſſary-Ex1ſtence ; 
therefore, again, he is the eter ral God, who has no 
God above him. We plead farther, that he is pro- 
perly Creator, ſince the Heavens are the Works of his 
Hands, &c. therefore again he is the cternal God who 
has no God above him, We farther urge, that he 
is over all, God bleſſed for ever, Rom. ix. 5. And 
myToue&mve, Almighty, or God over all, who is, and was, 
and is to come, Rev. i. 8, | Which expreſſing Neceſſa- 
y exiſlente, and ſupreme Dominion too, proves far- 
ther that he is the eternal God, &c. The ſame 


tl 


* See my Firſt Defenſe, p. 116. Second Defenſe, 5p. 245 
Sc. k 
1 See my Defenſe, p. 451. Sermons, p. 227, Ec. Second 
Defenſe, 241, Er. . ; 
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Thing we prove from ſeveral Titles, and Attributes, 
and Honours, being all ſo many Marks and Chara- 
> | Gers of the one true and eternal God. Theſe Proofs of 
t tue Son's Divinity, are at the ſame time applicable to 
t the Father, and ſo are Proofs of the eternal Divinity 
r both of Father and Son. Now, to come to our Ari- 


> | anizing Gentlemen: They have found out Ways and 

- Means, Artifices, Colours, Quibbles, Diſtinctions, 

. to elude and fruſtrate them all. God is a Word of 

t Ofce only n, not Subſtance : Fehovah means only | 
2 | one faithful to Vis Promiſes n: TU!TOKEG.TWH, God over | 
e all, and the like, may bear a ſubordinate Senſes, | " 
g Every Title or Attribute atligned, may admit of a [ | 
e limited Conſtruction, Well then: What remains to 1 

n- | prove the eternal Godbead of the Perſon of the Fa- i 
i ther, againſt any Marcionite, or other Hereticks | 
at that ſhould aſſert ancther God ſuper2or to him? Here 

id zs the Pinch of the preſent Argument. This Gen- 

7 tleman in Anſwer, asks, Dces he by whom God created 

at all Things claim as much to be the firſt Cauſe of all 

e; Thirgs, as he that created all Things by him? Dees be 

no who came not to do his own Will, but the Will of him 

o- | that ſent lim, claim as much to hate no Superior, as he 

bis WW whoſe Mill be was ſent to fulfill * And he has more to 

ho the ſame Purpoſe. To which I anſwer, That when 

he all the Proofs before-mention'd of the Son's having 

nd no God above him, are ſet aſide, I allow that there 

as, would remain but very weak, and ſlender Preſum- 

[a- ptions of the Son's being equal to the Father, or of his 

ar- having no God above him. But ſuppoſe (for Ar- 

ne gument Sake) the Son thus proved to be inferior to 

a m Clarke's Reply, p. 110, 200, 301, Scripture Doctrine, 


p. 296. Ed. Iſt, 5 
n Collection of Queries, Þ+ 19. 


* Reply, p. 159. 
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the Father, when the Texts before-mention'd are all 
ſet aſide ; next ſhow, that the Eterxal God, known 
by the Light of Reaſon, is not, or may not be ano- 
ther God above them Both. What I aſſert is, that 
the ſame Eluſſons, at leaſt the ſame Kind of Eluſions, 
will ſerve to fruſtrate every Argument that has been, 


or can be brought. Let us try 
thoſe which this Gentleman (after the laſt ſtraining, 
and racking of Invention ) has been able to produce, 
He builds his main Hopes and Confidence upon 
1 Cor. viii. 6. To us there is one God, the Father, of 
whom are all Things. To which a Marcionite may 
make anſwer, that To us may not ſignify to the whole 
Compaſs of Beings; neither is there any Neceſſity of 
interpreting all Things in an unlimited Senſe, when it 
may very well bear a limited one. And ſuppoſing 
of whom are all things (that is, ſome things) to be 
meant of Creating; yet ſince the Work of Creating is 
allow'd not to prove the eſſential Divinity of the 
Creator, here is nothing done ſtill, The Words, one 
God, prove nothing: For God being a Word of Of- 


ce, it means little more than one King, or one Ruler. 


And ſo the whole amounts to this only, that to Us 
of This Earth, This Syſtem, there is one Ruler, who 
made all Things in it. How does this prove that 
our Ruler 1s the eternal and —_— God? 
The like may be ſaid of Eph. iv. 6. One Ruler over 
this Syſtem, ſupreme King over all the Earth, above 
all, and through all, and in all that belong to it. The 
laſt Thing the Gentleman has to offer, is, That this 
Ruler claims to have no other God above him. This 
is not without its Weight and Force, though it has 
not a tenth Part of the Force of thoſe Arguments I 
have above mention'd, and which this Gentleman 
knows how to elude. By a little ftraininxg (as this 
Writer knows how to ſtrain much upon Occa- 
ſion ) this may be interpreted in a ſubordinate, and 
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Emited Senſe, to ſignify Supreme in theſe bis Domi- 
nions, having no Rulers here to controul, or command 
him, or, no God of this Kind (that is, God by Offce on- 
ly) which does not exclude any God of another Kind, 
the ſupreme God of the Univerſe: For, it would be 
improper to ſay, that the ſupreme God has an Office v. 
It is not therefore proved, that there may not be, 
above him, another God; who is really and truly, 
and in the metaphyſical Senſe, the eternal and neceſſa- 
rily-exiſling God. This Gentleman adds, ſpeaking 
Rill of the Father, that he is ſent by none, receives 
Power and Authority from none, acts by no one's Com- 
miſton, fulfills no one's Will, It is true, it is not ſaid 
that He is ſent by am, or receives Power from any 
one: And this may afford a probable Preſum- 
ption in Favour of his being abſolutely without any 
Superior, and be as good a Proof of it, as a mere 
negative Proof can be. But as this is not ſaid, ſo 
neither is the contrary; or if it were, it might bear a 
limited Conſtruction, ſo that the Demonſtration at 
length appears lame, and defective. 

I ſhould have been very ſorry to engage in an Ar- 
gument of this Kind, but to convince ſome Perſons 
of the great Imprudence, as well as Impiety, of 
throwing aſide fo many clear, ſolid, and ſubſtantial 
Proofs, which the Holy Scripture affords, of the 
eternal Divinity of God the Father, and reſting it at 
laſt upon ſo weak and ſo precarious a Bottom: At the 
ſame time introducing ſuch a wanton way of elu- 
ding, and fruſtrating the plaineſt Texts, that it looks 
more like burleſquing Scripture, than commenting 
upon it. I heartily beſeech all well-diſpos'd Per- 
ſons to beware of that Pride of pretended Reaſon, 
and that Levity of Spirit, which daily paves the Way 
for Infidelity, and a Contempt of all Religion; which has 


See Reply, p. 220. a 
prea 


ſpread viſibly, and been productive of very ill Ef. 
fects, ever ſince this new Sect has riſen up amongſt 
Us, 


XVII. The Doctor cannot poſſibly expreſs his (No- 
tion) in any Words of Scripture : And, when called 
upon to dc it, he has only this jeſting Anſwer to make, 
Do vou imagine that I cannot as eaſily, or more 
eaſily find Scripture Words for mine? But this is 
trifling a. And again: You blame me for not ex- 
preiling my Faith in any Scripture-Poſition : As if 
every thing I aſſert as Matter of Faith were not as 
much Scripture- Poſition, according to my way of un- 
derſtanding Scripture, as yours is to you, &c. 
Undonbtedly it is juſt as much fo, that is, not at all. For 
neither one Man's, nor another Man's Interpretation, or 
way of underſtanding Scripture, is at all a Scripture- 
Poſition : But the Text themſelves only are Scripture- 
Poſition, with which no Man's Interpretation can without 
the greateſt Preſumptuonſreſs be equalled. Obſerva- 
iz. N 

The Civility and the Senſe of this worthy Paſſage 
are Both of a Piece. Why is my Anſwer called a 
Jeſtirg Anſwer ? I never was more ſerious, nor ever 
ſaid a Thing with better Reaſon, than when I called 
that Pretence trifling. If nothing will ſatisfy but 
e his weak Reaſoning at full Length, it muſt be 

one. 

1. In the firſt Place, what has he gain'd by giving 
us the whole of his Notion (as he calls it) in the very 
Words of Scripture? The Words are, one Spirit; one 


1 


— _— 


a Second Defenſe, p. 443. where I add, Why have you not 
laid down your Doctrine in Scripture Words, that I might com- 
pare it with the Doctor's Propoſitions, to ſee how far they ex- 
ceed, or come ſhort ? | 

r Second Defenſe, p. 427. 
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Lord; one God and Father of all, who is above alls 
Had Dr. Clarke done no more than cited theſe Words, 
could any Man have ever known the whole of his Ro- 
tion, or ever ſuſpected him to be an Arian 2 His Pro- 
poſitions and Replies are the Things that contain the 
whole of his Notion, and not theſe Words, which do 
not contain it. 

2, Again, Let but a Socinian underſtand theſe 
Words as he pleaſes, and they may as well contain 
the whole of his Notzon. A Sabellian will tell you the 
{ame. I ſhall not deſpair, reſerving to my ſelf my 
own Conſtruction, of maintaining my Claim alſo, 
and making the ſame Words contain the whole of 
my Notion, Well then, here will be four different, 
or contrary Poſitions, and all of them Scripture-Poſi- 
tions to their reſpective Patrons, and Abettors. What 
muſt we do now ? Oh, ſays the Arian, but mine is 
the Scripture-Poſition, ( for it is in the very Words of 
Scripture ) yours is Interpretation. Ridiculous, ſays 
the Socinian; are not my Words the very ſame with 
yours, and as good Scripture as yours? I tell you, 
yours is Interpretation, and mine only is the Scripture - 
Poſition. Hold, I beſeech you, Gentlemen, ſays a Sa- 
hellian, or any Atharaſiau,why do you exclude Me? Itell 
you, the Words contain my Netion to a Tittle, and 
they are Scripture-Words ; mine therefore is the 
Scripture-Poſition., 

Now, if this Writer can end the Diſpute ary 
other way than by ſhowing whoſe is the beft Inter pre- 
tation of the Four, and by admitting that be/t Inter- 
pretation for the only Scriptnre-Poſition; He ſhall have 
the Reputation of a ſhrowd Man, and the Honour of 
being the Author of that Sage Maxim, that Texts 
themſelves only are Scripture- Poſitzons, 

3. I cannot help obſerving farther, what a fine 
Handle he has here given for ſuch as adhere to the 


Letter, in any Inſtance, againſt the Senſe of Scripture. 
Y For, 
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For, the Letter, in ſuch a Caſe, upon this Gentle 


man's Principles, muſt paſs for the Scri ——_— 

And the other being Interpretation only, or drawn 
out by Reaſon and Argument, muſt not be equalled 
with it, under Pain and Peril of Preſumptuouſneſs. 
The Qualers muſt thank him highly. Swear not at 
all, ſay they : Can there be ever a plainer Scripture- 
Foſition? Can the oppoſite Party bring any Text 
like it? Can they expreſs their Notion in Scripture- 
Words, like theſe ? No: Their Notion can be reckon- 
ed only as Interpretation, and muſt never be ſet a- 
gainſt a plain Scripture-Poſition. 

An Anthropo-morphite will inſult over his Adver- 
fary on the ſame Foot. He will produce many 
and plain Texts, where God 1s repreſented with 
Eyes, Ears, Face, Heart, Hands, or Feet. There are 
no Texts ſo plain on the other ſide, The plaineſt 
is where it is ſaid, God is xe, which yet is capable 
of divers Conſtructions, and every one is only Inter- 
pretation, never to be equalled with Scripture-Poſition. 

The Apollinariavs, or other Hereticks, will in— 
ſult. The Word was made Fleſh : Was made, not took 
upon him, and Fleſh not Man. They will challenge 
their Adverſaries to produce any Text fo plain on 
their Side, and will value themſelves, no doubt, 
upon the Scripture-Poſition ; to which the Interpreta- 
tion however juſt, or neceſſary, muſt not be equall'd. 

To mention one more, the very Papiſts will aſſume 
upon it, and even in favour of Tranſubſtantiation. 
This is my Body, is a Scripture-Poſition: And except 
ye eat the Fleſh of the Son of Man, and drink his Blood, 
you have no Life in you. Let any Proteſtant produce 
a Text, if poſſible, as full and expreſſive of his No- 
tion, as theſe are of the other; or elſe let him con- 
ſeſs that his is Interpretation only, which is by no 
means to be equalled with Scripture-Poſition, 


This 
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This Gentleman is pleaſed to ſay, that Tranſub- 
faantiation has ſome colour in the bare Words of Scrip- 

ture, though, as he adds, none in the Senſe, But what 

is the Senſe till it be drawn out by Interpretation? 
The Words, according to him, are the Scripture- Poſi- 

tion; to which no Interpretation muſt be equalled. 

To conclude this Head; if this Writer will un- 
derſtand by Scripture-Poſition, the 1 and Meaning 
of Scripture rightly inte/preted, I ſhall readily prove 
to him that my main Poſitions, in regard to the ever 
bleſſed Trimty, are all Scripture-Poſitions, But if he 
means any thing elſe, let him firſt anſwer the Qua- 
lers, the Anthropomorphites, the Apollinarians, and 
Papiſts, as to the Texts alledged ; and then we thall 
take care to anſwer him about Epheſ. iv. 6, or any 
other Text he ſhall pleaſe to produce. 

He talks much of my putting my own Explications 
of a Doctrine, in the Place of the Doctrine to be explain- 
ed; and ſpends a whole Obſervation upon it. He 
certainly aims at ſomething in it; though I pro- 
feſs I cannot well underſtand what: Nor do I think 
that he himſelf diftin?ly knows what it is that he 
means. If he means, that I have put what I have 
collected from many Texts, or from the whole Tenor 
of Scripture, into a narrow Compaſs, or into a few 
Words, as our Church, as all Chriſtian Churches have 
done; I ſee no harm in it. If he means, that I ſub- 
ſtitute my own Doctrine in the Room oſ the Church's 
Doctrine, or of the Scripture- Doctrine, I deny the 
Charge, and leave him to prove it at leiſure, It he 
means that I take upon me to call the received Do- 
grine the Doctrine of the Trinity, in Oppoſition to 
his Doctrine, which is not properly the Doctrine of 
a Trinityr, nor true Doctrine, but Hereſy; I own 
the Fact, and have ſaid enough to juſtify it. And 
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this Gentleman will be hard put to it, to make good 


his pretended Parallel between teaching this Doctrine, 


and aſſerting Tranſub//antiation ; which is a Calumny 
that he has twice repeated, p. 95, 112. and which 
he has borrowed from the Papiſis, though abundantly 
confuted long ago by learned and judicious Hands.s 


XIX. This Gentleman repreſents me (p. 63, 64. 
and 120.) as changing the Word ey4-»17G- into 
«y.mmG, in innumerable Paſſages of ancient Authors, 
without any Pretenſe of 1 nay, without 
any Pretenſe of Authority for ſo doing. This is great 
Miſrepreſentation: And he 1s herein guilty at leaſt of 


fraudulently concealing what I do pretend, and what 


Authority J had for it. Let but my Second Defenſe 
be conſulted, * and it will there be ſeen, that J had 


good Reaſon, and ſufficient Authority, even for cor- 


refting the MSS in relation to that Vord; ſhowing 
by an Hi ſorical Deduction, and Critical Reaſons, what 
the Reading ought to be, and what it anciently was: 
Which is of much greater Weight than the Readings 
of MSS ( ſuppoſing them to agree, which yet 1s 
doubtful ) in an Inſtance of this kind, where the Co- 
piſts might ſo eaſily miftake, the difference being no 
more than that of a ſingle or double Letter. I laid 
down Rules whereby to judge of the Readings in this 
Caſe. If this Gentleman can either confute them, or 
give better, I ſhall ſtand corrected. In the mean 
while, he has been acting an ungenerous and n1righteous 


Part, in the Repreſentation here given, and ought to 


make Satisfaction to his. Readers for it. 


very. 
+ © Second Defenſe, p. 256. 
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Concerning the Author's Hlouts, Abuſes, decla- 
 matory Exclamations, Repartees, &c. in lieu 


of Anſwers. 


ww — cx " -- _ 


E ſhall meet with many Inſtances of this 
„ Kind in the Courſe of his Work: I ſhall 
t point out ſome of them in Order as they occur. 
t I. Page ↄth and 10th, To the Solutions I had given 
f of his great Oljection, wherein he pleads for a natu- 
t ral Superiority of Dominion over God the Son, 
0 and to what I had urged about the Father and 
4 Son mutually glorifying each other *; he is pleaſed 
- only to ſay: If any Man who, to ſay 10 more, reads 
g ſeriou ſiy this Chapter (John xvii.) can believe this to be 
t the Doclyine of Chriſt, I think it can be to no purpoſe to 
ö: endeavour to convince him of any thing. 
8 He introduces theſe Words, indeed, with ſome Pre- 
Is tenſe to Reaſoning ; tho it is really made up of no- 
J- thing elſe but his own Shufflings, and Miſtakes, I 
0 have never {aid that the Father might not have diſ- 
d dain'd to have been ixcarnate. He might, he could 
1s not but diſdain to be ſo; becauſe it was not proper, 
x BW norcongruous for the Father, or T ir jt Perſon, to conde- 
N ſcend to it. And admitting that it was poſſible for 
15 him to have been incarnate; it does not follow that 
0 the Father could become a Son, or the Son Father; 
their Relation to each other being natural, and unal- 
T terable. 
* * Expoſtulatio Clarificationis dandæ, viciſſimq; reddendæ, 


nee Patri quidquam adimit, nec infirmat Filium ; ſed eandem 
Divinitatis oſtendit in utroq; virtutem ; cum & clarifcari ſs 
Filius a Patre oret, & Ai Pater non dedignetur 
i Filio, Hilar. p. 614. 


P. 1 II. Page 
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IL Page the 13th, he is pleaſed to cite, imper. 
fectly, my Words wherein I anſwer and obviate » 
his Pretenſes from 1 Cor. viii. 6. by Reaſons drawn 
from the Context, and very plain ones. He tells us, 
inſtead of replying, that the Doctor endeavours to co- 
ver the Reader with a thick Duſt of Words, that have n 
Signfication ; and that it could ſcarce have been believed, 
that ſuch a Twiſt of unintelligible Words | nag hare 
=; th from the Pen of a ſerious Writer. I am ſorry 
for his Slowneſs of Apprehenſion: But I am perſua- 
ded rather, that he under/tood the Twift of Words too 
well to attempt any Anſwer, 


III. To the Objection about the Son's receiving 
Dominion, I had ſhown x, how Both Father and Son 
may receive Dominion, and Increaſe of Dominion; 
intimating that Dominion is an external Relation which 
may accrue to any of the Divine Perſons, and is no 
Argument againſt their equal Perfection. This Gen. 
tleman turns it off by Miſrepreſentation, (p. 16.) 
to this Purpoſe ; As if the Father's receiving the King: 
dom, &c. was as much an Argument of the Son's Su- 
premacy over the Father, as the Son's receiving, &c. 
and concludes; Vas ever any thing ſo ludicrous upon jo 
important a Subject? Which is firſt making a ridicu- 
lous Blunder of his own, and then, to ſhow ſtill 
greater Indecency and Levity, beginning the Lang 
himſelf. I did not plead for any Supremacy of the 
Son over the Father; but was ſhowing, that Oecono- 
mical Conveyance of Dominion on one hand, or 
Oeconomical Reception of Dominion on the other, 15 
no Bar to Equality of Nature, 


u Second Defenſe, p. 436, 43 Jo 
* Second Defenſe, p. $1, 82. 


IV. To 


Lö 


IV. To a Reply made by me y, about the Senſe 
of exalting ( Phil. ii. 9.) which Senſe I vindicated at 
large, and then asked, where now is there any Ap- 
pearance of Abſurdity ? To this the Author here re- 
turns me a Flout, tho' in the Words of an Apoſtle: 
If any man be 1gnorant, let him be ignorant. This, he 
thinks, is the only proper Anſwer, p. 19. The next 
time he is diſpoſed to jeſt, or ſhow his Vit, he 
ſhould be adviſed to chuſe ſome other than Scripture- 
Words to do it in. I ſhall endeavour however, that 


He may not be ignorant hereafter, by taking 


care to inform him, that when I interpret exal- 
ting in ſuch a Senſe as Men exalt God, in Oppoſition 
toanother Senſe of exalting to an higher Place or Dig- 
nity, I could not be ſuppoſed to mean, that the Father 
is inferior to Chriſt, as Men are inferior to God: It 
muſt be great Mal:czonſneſs to inſinuate that I had 


any ſuch Meaning. But as Iyferiors may exalt Su- 
' periors in the Senſe of extolling, or praiſing ; fo un- 


doubtedly may Eqrals exalt Equals in the fame Senſe 


of extolling or praiſing; and thus God the Father ex- 
| alted his Coequal Son. 


7 


V. Upon a Remark of mine 2, or rather 
not mine, in relation to the Conſtruction of two 
Greek Words, ( «s JF) this Gentleman, full of 
himſelf, breaks out into Wonder, That ſome Men of 
great Abilities and great Learning, can never be made to 
wderfland Grammar d. Theſe Men that our Veiter 


{0 inſults over, as not underſtanding Grammar, are, 


* 


Second Defenſe, p. 223. 
Second Defenſe, p. 390. 
Phil. ii. 11. 
Obſervations, p. 20. 
Wwe 
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we ſhould know, ſuch Men as Beza, Grotins, Schmi. 


dius, and the Top Criticks ; who unanimouſly aſſert 
that e is often put for , and Some admit it even 


in this very Text. This Gentleman is pleaſed to de- 
ny that one is ever put for the other, I might very 
juſtly decline entring into that Diſpute, becauſe, as 
it happens, our learned Grammarian confirms the Con- 
ſtruction he finds fault with in this Text, by the 
very Inſtance brought to confute it; which if it 
does not ſhow want of Grammar, ſhows want of 
Thought. | 

His Words are: If I mean to afirm that a Man is in the 
Field, I can with equal Propriety of Speech ſay either that 
he is &»d:yeo, Or de dye, becauſe the Senſe, in this Caſe, 
happensto be the ſame whether I ſaythat he is in the Field, 
or that he is gone, or carried, into the Field. Admit- 
ting this to be ſo, then I hope «4s 46fas may as well 
ſignify in the Glory, becauſe the Senſe, in this Caſe, 
is the ſame, whether Chriſt be ſaid to be in the 
Glory, or gone into the Glory ; That Glory which he 
had before the World was, and into which he 7e-entred 
after his Paſſion and Aſcenſion, which is called en- 
tring into his Glory, Luke 24. 26. This is ſufficient 
for me, 1n regard to the Text I am concerned with, 

As to this Author's nem Rule of Grammar, (which 
happens to do him no Service) I may leave it to 
the Mercy of the Criticks ; who perhaps may take it 
for a vain Conceit in matter of Criticiſm, as he has diſ- 
cover'd many, both in Divinity, and Philofophy + The 
ſame Turn of Mind will be apt to ſhow it ſelt 
in like Inſtances, in all. I know not whether 


this Gentleman will be. able, upon the Foot of 
his new Rule, to give a tolerable Account of the 
Uſe of the Prepoſition «; in ſuch Examples as here 
follow: „s N xiamer. John i. 18. &; % whunnr 
Matt. X11. 18. es is 0 Suppl. 01 AA. ii. 31. cis 
Srarmgas *Aſyiner, Act. vii. 53. 4s yiegs. * 

e 


q 
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He muſt ſuppoſe, at leaſt, ſomething underſtood (as 
in his other Inſtance, gone into, or carried into) be- 
ond what is expreſs'd, to make the Prepofition «s 
ſtand with equal Propriety - And ſo he muſt ſolve by 
an Ellipfis, what others ſolve by a Change of Prepoji- 
tions. Which at laſt is changing one Pbraſe for ano- 
ther Phraſe, or uſing one Form of Speech inſtead of 
another which would be clearer, and more expreſſive. 
To me it ſeems, that the eaſier, and better Ac- 
count is That which our ableſt C:ticks hitherto have 
given ; that one Prepoſitzon or Particle may be, and 
often is, put for another ; Which may be owing to ſe- 
veral accidental Cauſes among the different Idioms 
of various Languages borrowing one from another. 
To inſtance in quia, or quoniam, for quod, by a Gre- 
ciſm: For ſince it happens that zu may ſometimes 


, fignify This, and ſometimes That, theſe two Ren- 


drings by degrees come to be uſed one for the other, 
The like might be obſerved in many other Caſes 
of the ſame Kind : But I am not willing to weary 
the Reader with Grammatical Niceties, of {mall Im- 
portance to the Point in hand. 


VI. To an Aſſertion of mine, namely, that there 


| was no Inpoſſibility, in the Nature of the Thing it 
ſelf, that the Father ſhould be incarnate (an Aſler- 


tion which all that have profeſs'd a Coequal Trinity 


| have ever held, and ſtill hold) only it is not fa 
ſuitable or congruous to the Firſt Perſon to have 
been ſo: To this the Gentleman replies, Do not the 


Reader's Ears tiugle? And he goes on declaiming, for a 
whole Page of Repetition. This is the Gentleman, 
who in his Preface enters a Caveat againſt making 
Amplications to the Paſfons of the [gnorant ; as if he 
meant to ingroſs the Privilege entirely to h/m/elf. 
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VII. In the next Page (p. 29.) he ſeem'd diſpo- 
ſed to give ſome Anſwer to an Obſervation of mine, 
that by voluntary Oeconomy the Exercife of Powers 
common to many, may devolve upon one chiefly, and 
run in his Name . After ſome fruitleſs labouring, 
as we may imagine, to make ſome Reply, out comes 
a Scrap of Latin, from an old Comedy, Quid eſt, | 
bac contumelia non eft ? which, if the Reader pleaſes, 
he is to take for an Auſwver. | 


VIII. From Page 39th to 47th, This Writer goes 
on declaiming about the ſuppoſed Abſurdzity of the 
Father's appearing according to the Ancients, 

Biſhop Bull b, and after him, I have particularly, 
fully, and diſtinctly conſidered that whole Matter, 
and have anſwered every Thing that has been, or 
can be brought in the way of Reaſon, or Argument, 
againſt the Divinity of God the Son from that To- 
pick<. Yet this Writer, applying only to the I. 


fiens of the Ignorant, and roving in generals, diſplays 


his Talent for eight or nine Pages together. And 
among other Fathers, he is weak enough to bring 
St. Auſtin in, as Voucher for the Abſurdity of the 
Father's being ſent, appearing, &c. For verily, if St, 
Auſtin, who undoubtedly believed there was no natural 
Impoſſibility4, but only great Iucongruity in the 


2 Second Defenſe, p. 414. 

b Bull. D. F. Sect. 4. c. 3. Breves Animady, in Gilb. Cler. 
p. 1044, Ec. 

© Anſwer to Dr. Whitby, p. 73. Second Defenſe, p. 128 
to 135. 

4 Solus pater non legitur miſſus, quoniam ſolus non habet 
Auforem à quo genitus fit, vel a quo procedat. Et ideo non 
propter nature diverſitatem, quæ in Trinitate nulla eſt, ſed 

ropter ĩipſam Auctoritatem, ſolus pater non dicitur miſſus, 
Non enim ſplendor, aut fervor ignem, ſed ignis mittit five 
ſplendorem, five ſervorem. Auguſt. contr, Serm. Arian. c. 4 


Thing, 
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Thing, could yet uſe ſuch a ſtrong Expreſſion of it 
as Abſurdiſime e, what Conſequence can be drawn 
| from the Expreſſions of other Fathers, which ſcarce 
any of them come up to this? But St. Auſtin was 
profeſſedly for the Father's Appearivg, and objects 
only againſt his being Sent; which this Writer ſeems 
not to know. I have remark'd upon him before in re- 
lation to Tertallian in this very Matter, nor need I 
add more. f 

IX. There is a Sentence in my Second Defenſe, p. 
166. (repeated, in Senſe, p. 172, 173.) which has 
happened to fall under the Diſpleaſure of this Gen- 
tleman. My Words are: { 

« What has Supremacy of Office to do with the 
« Notion of Supreme God? God is a Word expreſſin 
« Nature and Subſtance : He is ſupreme God, or G 
« ſupreme, that has no God of a ſuperior Nature 
above him. Such is Ch73/t, even while he ſubmits 
« and condeſcends to to act miniſterially. To the 
former Part of this Paſſage, we have the following 
ſmart Repartee ; What bas Supremacy of Office, or Ar- 
tbority and Dominion to do with the Notion of ſupreme 
Man — Is not Man, (in the ſame way of reaſomng ) a 
Word expreſſing Nature and Subſtance £ Quam ridicule ! 
p. o. Now, tor my part, I never heard of ſupreme Man. 
Man 1s the Word upon which the Argument 
turns; for which reaſon I have thrown out ſupreme 
King, or Governor, as not pertinent, And as no Su- 
premacy of Ofice can make one Man more truly or 


pater non dicitur miſſus; non enim habet de quo fit, 
aut ex quo procedat —- fi voluiſſet Deus Pater per ſubjetam 
creaturam viſibiliter apparere, abſurdiſſime tamen aut à Filio 
yew genuit, aut à Spiritu Sano qui de illo procedit, miſ- 
#s diceretur. Auguſt. de Trin. I. 4. c. 28, 32. | 


See my Anſwir to Dr. Whitby, p. 73. 
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n 
more properly Man, or Man in a higher Senſe of 
the Word Man; ſo it feemeth to me that no Supre. 
macy of Office can make God the Father more truly 
God, or God in a higher Senſe than is God the Son. 
There was no great reaſon for the Gentleman's burſt. 
ing out into Merriment upon it, with his Quam vidi. 
cule: But perhaps his Infirmity, as uſual, overcame 
him. 


X. To a well-known Plea on our Side, that God 
could not be God mcerly in the Senſe of Dominion, 
having been God from Everlaſting, and before Do- 
minion commenced, the Cbſerrator thus ſpeaks : But 
is it in reality no Character of Dominion, 10 relative 
Charafer, to have in himſelf an eſſential Power from 
Eternity to Eternity, of producing what Subjects be thinks 
fit, and of deſtroying what Subjects he thixłs fit, and of 
producing nem Subjefs of bis Government at pleaſure? 
Was ever ſuch trifliyg in ſerious Matters? Truly, I 
think not, if the laſt Part be intended for an An- 
ſwer to the Firſt ; as any Stranger might judge, who 
knows not that Both come from the ſame Hand. This 
Gentleman is ſo taken up with Grammar, it ſeems, 
that he has forgotten the firſt Elements of Logic; 
which will teach him that Relate and Correlate always 
riſe and fall together. Where can the Relative Cha- 
racer be, while as yet there is ſuppoſed to exiſt but 
one Term of Relation? "Tis true, God can make to 
himſelf new Relations by making new Creatures when 
he pleaſes : But when he had as yet, for an Eterrity 
backwards, no relation to any Creature at all, none 
being created, I humbly conceive he was under no 
ſuch relative Character, nor had any Dominion; conſe- 
quently could not be God in the Senſe of Dominion.s 


— 
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t See my Secend Defenſe, p. 180, 
Th This 
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This Writer therefore might have ſpared his Ridicule 
for a more proper Occaſion, had the Gaiety of his 
Heart permitted him to think og of the Matter. 


As to what he has farther upon the ſame Queſtion, it 
is no more than Repetition of what I fully anſwered 
long agob. And the main of the Queſtion was be- 
fore given up in the Reply; as I obſerved alſo in my 
Second Defenſe k. 


XI. When this Writer comes to the Head of 
Worſhip, (Obſervat. viii.) he repeats ſome ftale 
Pleas uſed by the Party, and which have all been 
particularly conſidered and confuted in my Defenſes. 
As to reinforcing the Pleas with any new Matter, 
or taking off the Force of the Anſwers given, he is 
not ſolicitous about it. But here a Scoff and there 
a Flout he flings at his Adverſary. P. 78. He cites a 
Sentence of mine | in a /cofing Manner, calling it an 
excellent Commentary upon Two Texts, (1 Feb ii. 
I. Hebr. vii. 25.) which Texts, he conceives, teach 
us to pray to Chriſt, to pray in Heaven for us: In the 
mean while, taking no Notice of what I had ſaid 
to obviate ſo low and mean a Notion of God the Son, 
and to cut off the Pretence of Creature-IWor ſhip; Ha- 
ving gone on with Repetition as far as he thought 
proper, he next vouchſates to take notice that I had 
made ſome Replies: And one of them he con-futes, by 
faying, that there will be found in it ſirgular Dea te- 
rity, P. 81. Another, by ſaying, If any ſerious Rea- 
der finds an Inſtruction or Improvement in it, it is well. 
p. 84. A Third, by a Scrap of Latin, from the Co- 


— 


b Firſt Defenſe, p. 47, Ec. Second Defenſe, þ. 180. 
i Reply, þ. 119. - 
Second Defenſe, p. 170, 210, 247. 
Second Defenſe, p. 371. 
| median, 
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median, Quid cum iſſo Homine facias ? The Engliſh of 


which ſeems to be, that he has thought every way to 
come at ſome Solution, is diſappointed in all, and 
knows not what to do more; except it be to flout and 
Jeff, that whatever Reputation he and his Friends 
had once gain'd, by beginning like ſerious Men, 
(in which way I was ready to go on with them) they 
may at length throw up, by ending like — 


XII. Page the 86th, This Vriter comes to ſpeak 
of Individuality and Sameneſs; in which I had been be- 
forehand with him, anſwering all his Pretences on 
that Head m. Inſtead of replying, he goes on in his 
way. Individuality and Sameneſs (ſays he) are Words, 
it ſeems, which ſignify no body knows what: Becauſe, 
forſooth, I had expoſed his weak Pretences to ſhow 
what makes it, or what its Principle is. He refers me 
to his Reply en, to convince me. of the Abſurdity of 
my way of talking. I had ſeen, I had conſidered his 
Reply long ago, and expoſed the Weakneſs of it : 
What pity is it that he is forced to leave it at laſt 
helpleſs, and entirely deſtitute of any Reinforcement. 


XIII. He is farther angry with me for calling up- 
on him to explain his Terms e, particularly, Supreme 
and Independent. As to the firſt of them, he ſays, 
(p. 87.) it is a Term which no Man, he believes, before 
Dr. Waterland, miſunderſtood. Whether I miſunder- 
ſtood it or no, may be a Queſtion. I think, the 
Engliſh of it is bighe/t : And as bigh or low may have 
reſpect to Variety of Thiings, to Place, to Dignity, 


— 


w Second Defenſe, p. 319, Ec. 232, 44). 
n Reply, p. 307, 308. 
y Second Defenſc, p. 418. INT 
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to 


Is, 

to Dominion, to Office, to Order, to Natura, &c. it 
was but juſt in Dr. Vaterland to call for an Expla- 
nation, that ſo the Word Supreme might be admitted, 
or rejected under proper Diſtinctions. 

Independent is Iikewiſe a Word variouſly under- 
ſtood according to Variety of Reſpe#s. God the 
Son, for Inſtance, 1s dependent on the Father, as be- 
ing of Him, and from Him, and referr'd up to him: 
But he is not dependent on the Father's Vill, or Plea- 
ſure, being neceſſarily-exiſting as well as the Father. 
Every Perſon of the . is independent of any 
thing ad extra; but none of them are entirely inde- 
pendent of each other, 17 a neceſſary Relation to 
one another, that they muſt and cannot but exiſt 
together, never were, never could be ſeparate, or 
aſunder. This is ſufficient to juſtify my calling for 
an Explanation of independent. Which this Gentle- 
man would not have been offended at, but that it 
touches him in a tender Part: It is breaking through 
his Coverts, letting the Vorld in upon him, when he 
has a mind to be retired, and to he concealed under 
equivocal, and ambiguous Terms. 

The Term Authority was another equivocal Word, 
which I was willing to diſſinguiſb upon 4, This Writer 

ing extremely deſirous of finding a Governor for 
God the Son, and God the Holy Ghoſt, ſays ; As 4 
any Man, 222 World began, ever did, or ever could 
mean, by thoſe Terms, not Power and Dominion, It were 
eaſy to quote a Multitude of Writers, Ancient and 
Modern, that uſe the Word Authority, without refe- 
rence to Dominion; and who when they aſcribe it to 
the Father, as his Peculiar, never mean to expreſs 
any the leaſt Dominion over the other Two Perſons by 
it, I content my ſelf here with Two only, Both 
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0 [ So ] 
quoted in my Second Deſenſe r, namely, St. Auſti 
and Biſhop Pearſon, It would be endleſs to inſtruc 
this Gentleman in all the »ſeful Things which he 
wants to know. He does not know, that as early as 


the Days of St. Auſtin, the very Diſtinction which I 


inſiſt upon, as to the equivocal Senſe of Anthority in 
this Caſe, was taken notice of, and pleaded againſt 
one of his 4rian Predeceſſors, Maximin: So little 
is he acquainted with what Men of Letters have been 
doing ſince the World began. 

Upon this Occaſion, he drops a Maxim, as he 
takes it to be, that nothing can be the ſame in Kind 
and in Number too. The Author of the Remarks is 
full of the ſame thing t. I have already hinted, how 
contradictory this pretended Maxim is to Dr. Clarke's 
known and avow'd Principles in another Cauſe. To 
anſwer now more directly, and to cut off their main 
Argument at once; I obſerve, that tho' in finite 
Things, eſpecially Things corporeal, thoſe that are 
one Subſtance in Kind, are more than one Sub. 
ſtance in Number ; yet the Reaſon 1s not, becauſe 
they are one in Kind, but becauſe they are really ſe- 


parate, or ſeparable from each other: And ſb it hap- 


pens, that while they are one Subſtance in Kind, they 
are not one in Number. But where the Subſtance is 
neither ſeparate nor ſeparable, (as in the Divine Per- 
fons) there Unity of Kind and Number are conſiſtent, 
and meet in one: And thus the Unity is both ſpeci- 


Y felt and individual, without any the leaſt Repugnancy, 


or Appearance of it. 


— 


r Second Defenſe, p. 178, 336. See other Teſtimonies in Peta- 
vius. de Trin. I. v. c. 5. S. xi, xii, xiii. I. ii. c. 2. S. ix. and 
SED. F. Sen iv. c. 1. 5. 254. | 
- A. Auguſtin cont. Maxim. I. iii. c. 5, 14. 

© Remarks, p. 25. 


2 Se Second Defenſe, þ. 321, 394. 
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| XIV. Page the 93d, we meet with ſeveral little 
le Efforts to ſay ſomething, but with a very ill Spirit, 
s and ſhowing more of the Author's Spleen, than his 
[ Abilities, He ſcoffs at the Advice given him, not to 
n pretend to be wiſe in the deep Things of God. He 1s 
lt poſitive that an infinitely active Being can, if he pleaſes, 


le entirely ceaſe to act; that God's loving himſelf, however 
n it may be the prime Mover in all the divine Acts, is 0 

Add at all; and that God never vatuyally, or nece ſſari- 
le hi exerts any Power; for this wiſe Reaſon, becauſe in 
id ſuch a Caſe, he can have no Power to exert : That is, 
18 becauſe the Vill is the Origival (with this Writer) 
* of all exerting of Power, which was the Point in 
'$ Queſtion. He has left ſeveral very material Things 
0 1 urged upon this Head, perfectly untouch'd: But 
in ſeems to be affronted that any Man ſhould greſt:on 
te WF whateverhe has been pleaſed to affirm ; or ſhould not 
. | take his Difates for Demonſtrations. 
le i XV. There is a Place which I have paſs'd over in 
* 5. 62. but deſerves to be mentioned under this Chap- ; 
p* WF ter. I happen'd to find fault with Dr. Clarke, for h 
)Y KF pretending to prove the Exiſtence of a Firſt Cauſe, 1 
1 a priori be Which has no Senſe without ſuppoſing a ; 
1 Cauſe prior to the Fir/t, which is flat Ontradiction. 7 
t, This plain Reaſoning is called turning the pretended | 
me Proof into Ridicule; though, in my Notion, reaſorrg 1 
V, is one thing, and vidiculing another. However, the 9 

Gentleman being grievouſſy offended, reſolves to re- 6 

— verge himſelf in a Note, Repeating ſome Words of | 


Watt 
EE” 


Fl mine, out of the Place Ihave reterr'd to in my Second 
ud Defenſe, he enters a Remark: Theſe Words ſhow that 
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Dr. Waterland does not under tand what the Meaning 
of a Proof à priori is. I ſhould be glad to receive 
Information on this Head from our great Dictator in 
Science: And if he underſtands the Thing ſo well, 


the Reader might have expected ſome Explication of 


it at his Hands, that it might be ſeen where Dr. 
Waterland's Miſtake lay. Till this be done, I will 
preſume to think, that what I ſaid was perfectly right; 
and that neither Dr. Clarke nor his Friends can return 
any Reply, more than Abuſes to it. Dr. Cudworth 
was one that had travelled 1n the Argument as tar as 


any Man, and had as good an Inclination to prove 


the Exiſtence a priori, as Dr. Clarke could have. But 
he was a wiſe Man, and ſaw clearly how that Matter 
ſtood. Let us hear what he ſays, after many Years 
Thought and Meditation, Speaking of what he had 
done in his laſt (Japte/, he has theſe Words: Ve 
therein alſo demonſtrate the abſolute Impoſſibility of all 
Atheiſm, and the actual Exiſtence of a God: We ſay 
demonſtrate; ot à priori, which 7s impoſſible, and 
contradictious, but by neceſfjary Inference from Princi- 
ples altogether undemalle.© I do not want Dr Cud- 
worth's, or any Man's Authority tor a Maxim of com- 
mon Senſe.and as plain as that Two and Two are Four: 
But the plainer it is, ſo much the greater wonder that 
Men of Parts and Abilities could not ſee it, or are 
yet ignorant of it. 

The moſt knowing Men hitherto have been con- 
tented with the Proots 4 poſteriori, as being ſufficient, 
and the only ones that are ſo. And they have rightly 
judged, that to pretend more, is betraying great Igno- 
rance of Things, and is expoſing the cleareſt and beſt 
Cauſe in the World to the Inſults of Atheiſm and Inde. 
lity. Theſe Gentlemen endeavour to blind this Matter by 
ſubſtituting Ground, and Reaſon, in the room of Cauſe. 


1 Cudworth Intelle&. Syſt. Preface. 
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Let them ſay plainly what they mean by this Canſe, 
Ground, or Reaſon, or whatever elſe they pleaſe to 
call it. They will at length find the Words either 
to have no Senſe, or to contain that abſurd Senſe of a 
Cauſe prior to the firſt. Is this Ground, Reaſon, &c. 
the Subſtance it ſelt > The Conſequence then is, that 
the Subſtance is the Canſe or Ground of it ſelf. Is it 
any Attribute or Attributes of that Subſtance ? The 
Conſequence then is, that Attributes are tlie Cauſe, or 
Ground of the Subject, or Subſtance, Let them turn 
it which way they will, the Abſurdity ſtill recurs; 
till they pleaſe to allow, (what is both Se»ſe, and 
Truth) that the F uf Cauſe is abſolutely uncauſed; 
and that it is Nonſenſe to talk of any Ground or 
Cauſe of that Subſtance, which is it ſelf the Ground 
and Canſe of all Things. But it 1s pleaded (p. 63.) 
that if God may exiſt abſolutely without any Ground or 
Reaſon ( that is, Cauſe) of Exiſtence, it would follow 
that he might likewiſe as well without any Cauſe or Rea- 
ſon ceaſe to exiſt. Which is as much as to ſay, that 
unleſs there be a Cauſe prior to the firf, which exiſts 
neceſſarily,it will follow that the fir / Cauſe does not ex- 
iſt neceſſarilj, but may ceaſe to be. What 1s this, but 
making the Notion of a fir? Canſe repugnant, and 
contradictory to it ſelf ; or in ſhort, denving any 
ſuch thing as a fir ff Cauſe? I think it ſufficient to 
ſay, that it is the Property of the fir/t Cauſe to 
exiſt neceſſarily: Fe muſt, and cannot but exiſt 
from Eternity, to Eternity. It Exiſſence be conſi- 
der'd as an Attribute of that firſt Cauſe, the ſole 
Ground, Reaſon, or Subject of it is the S»bftance it 
ſelf ſo exiſting; which is therefore the Sup- 
port of Tat and of every other Atyibute. All 
pretended Grounds, Reaſons. Canjes, &c. in this Cale, 
can reſolve into nothing but the actual Exiſtence of 
ſuch a Being. Prove firſt a poſteriori, that it is Fact 


that he does exiſt; and the neceſſary manner ot is 
=— | exift- 
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exiſting is proved at the ſame time. It is Nonſenſe 

to run up higher for an antecedent Ground, Reaſon, 

or Cauſe, after we are come to the Top, and can go 
ed 


no higher; unleſs this Writer 1s diſpoſed to go on ad 
nfinitum, and never to come at a firſt Cauſe at all. 
But he has been ſo uſed, it ſeems, to talk in this way 
upon other Subjects, that he thinks it range, he may 
not do it here too; andthat he may not talk of an ax- 
tecedent Reaſon for what has not any thing an- 
tecedent, as well as for what has. Such 1s his great 
Proficiency in Metaphyſicks. 


I ſhould have been willing to have paſs'd over the 


Doctor's Miſconduct in this Argument, had it not 
accidentally fallen in with our preſent Subject. The 
Cauſe of Theiſm, and his good Intentions, and, I be- 
lieve, very honeſt Endeavours in it, might have 
been his Protection. But ſince this Matter has at 
length been brought in, and admits of no juſt De- 
fenſe ; it is good to acquaint this Gentleman, that 
it will not be carried through, either by confident 
dictating, or by throwing out Abuſes. But I proceed, 


XVI. Page the 91ſt, This Gentleman, ſpeaking 
of me, ſays as follows. Having been told, that what- 
ever the Deity, or Divine Nature | mn do | 1s ſpoken 
of as an Object of Adoration, tis not by way of Accu- 
racy (as the Door had abſurdly pretended) but on the 
contrary by a mere fignrative way of ſpeaking, put for 
God himſelf, juſt as we frequently ſay the King's Majeſty, 
not meaning the Majeſiy of the King, but the King him- 
ſelf; bis Anſwer is, that his affirming the contrary is 
ſufficient againſt our bare Affirmation. If the Rea- 
der thinks it ſo, I am willing to leave it to him. 


That this Writer is oftended, one may perceive, 


I ſhall endeavour to ſet the Matter however in a clear 
Light. In my Defenſe 4 I have theſe Words: 


„.. 


6 


« Defenſe, 2. 251. 


2 God 


partic 
Margi 
gen che 
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« God alone is to be worſhipped, the Creator in 
« Oppoſition to all Creatures whatever, the . Se, 
« 2s Clemens of Alexandria ©, and Origen f ſometimes 
« accurately expreſs it: Which alſo Tertullian s ſeems 
« to intimate in the Words, quod colimus, above ci- 
« ted, | 

The Author of the Reply having a Fancy, that 
Worſhip cannot be properly ſaid to be paid to the 
divine, or any Nature, but to Perſon only, was 
pleaſed to put in his Anſwer h to what I had ſaid, in 
the Words he has ſince repeated. To a bare A4firma- 
tion of his, and poſitively laid down, only to ſerve 
an Hypotheſis, I firſt returned a Counter- Affirmation, 
( Diſputants, as I thought, being always upon a 
Level in ſuch Caſes, and never obliged to take each 
others Word for Proof) but preſently ſubjoined 
i ſome Remarks, and References, about the Senſe of 
3 360y in Greek Writers, and particularly in Clemens, 
and Origen: From which I had reaſon to conclude, 
that = 3oy properly ſignifies the divine Nature, or 
Stance, or God conſidered ſubſtantially as res di- 
rina, and not according to per joral Characters, Acts, 
or Offices. That this was the Senſe of Clemens, when 
he ſpeaks of the 3&«y, as the Object of Worſhip, 
might appear plai ly from the Places I referr'd to; 
particularly from thoſe I have again noted k in my 
Margin. And the reaſon why both Clemens and Ori- 
gen choſe that Expreſſion rather than 3's, was to be 


S 


* Benoxeyery dH Clem. Alex. p. 778. Ox. Ed. 
Sic Sei, &c Orig. contr. Cel. p. 367. 
"AraCouver C F a journey Te Sts qum', xen, ddr && v. 
Orig. ibid. p. 189. 
? Quod colimus Deus unus eſt, & c. Tertull. Apol. c. 17. 
h Reply, 5. 3 56. 
i Second Defenſe, p. 388, 389. 
* Clem. Alex. p. 50, 836. 
More 
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more emphatical and expreſſive againſt Pagan Wor. 
ſhip offer'd to Things of a frail and corruptible Na- 
ture, to created Beings. I think, it was paying great 
Reſpect to this Gentleman's bare Afirmation, to 
trace the Senſe of 33 340» fo far as I did in Oppoſi- 
tion to it; as may appear by my References. And 
though I threw in a Parentheſis, ſaving to my ſelf the 
Juſt Claims of every Diſputant, he need not have 
been offended at it, as if it were intended as an Af. 
front to his ſuperior Learning or Judgment, to ſet 
mine againſt it: I had no ſuch Thought in it. But 
however raiſed and extraordinary his Abilities may 
be, and however high an Opinion he conceives his 
Readers ſhould have of them, he ought nevertheleſs to 
have taken ſome Notice of what I had pleaded; it 
not as a Critick, yet as an honeſt Man: And I can- 
not but think it too aſſuming ſtill, to expect that his 
bare D:i&ates ſhall have more weight than Another's 


Reaſons, 


XVII. To an Obſervation of mine out of Tertul- 
lian, that God the Son 1s an Angel, and Meſſenger, 
not by Nature but by Office! , he returns me this 
Anſwer : Can any Man tell what the being a Meſſenger 
by Nature means ® ? No : But he may know what an 
Angel by Nature means, which was the Word I de- 
ſigned the Diſtinction for, and to which alone it re- 
ferr d; as my Argument, and the 3 at the 
Bottom, ſufficiently ſhow'd : And all the Fault was 
in not throwing the Word Meſſerger into Brackets, 
The Reaſon of bringing it in, appears from what 
went before, This is low carping : But no doubt 
the Author intended a ſmart Repartee, He has ſuch 


1 Second Defenſe, p. 128. 
m Obſervations, p. 26. 
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another Piece of Smartneſs in the ſame Page, rela- 
ting to the Word Servility; which he charges me with 
adding deceitfully, as Synonymous to Subjection n, be- 


cauſe of the quite different Senſe of that Word in the 
Engliſh Language. Whatever Senſe it be that he ſpeaks 
of, as to the Ergliſh, I am ſure no body but himſelf 
can miſtake my Senſe of it, in the Place where I uſed 
it, nor think the Word improper. But this Gentle- 
man ſeems to be ſo elated upon his Skill in Larguage, 
that he can ſcarce allow others to underſtand their 
Mother- Tongue. 


XVIII. He has ſome ingenious Thoughts, and 
ſmart Sayings, p. 40. which muſt not be omitted. 
They are heitowed upon a Paſſage of mine o, where 
I fay, that the Father was not to be viſible, ſo much 
as per aſſumptas Species, by viſible Symbols, becauſe he 
was not to miniſter, or be incarnate. The Remark 


: hereupon is: It ſeems from theſe Words, that Dr. Wa- 
terland does not ſuppoſe the Incarnation of Chriſt to be at 
all real, but meerly a Phantaſm, per aſſumptas Species: 

: This being confeſſedly the only way in which there was any 

7 natural Poſlibility for the Father to be 1ncarnate. 

8 And accordingly in his Explication of that Text. (Phil. 

: ii. 7.) He tells us that Chriſt emptied himſelf in Appea- 
7arce. 

4 I paſſed over this uncommon Turn of his, when I 

„net with it in the Reply v. I ſaw, he was ſtrangely loſt 

and bewildred; and I was willing to give him time 

= to recover, aud recollect. But by his repeating it 

5 here, he appears to be very fond of it: And 

\t this, no doubt, is one of the Arguments which 

ch — - — 

— n See my Second Defenſe, p. 107. 


* Second Defenſe, p. 142. 
Reply, p. 59, 181, 
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(as he tells us in his Preface) upon the moſt careful 


Review, he believes to be ffrictly and perfectly conclu- 
froe. IT am aſhamed to anſwer ſich Impertinencies: 
But ſometimes it muſt be done. His ff Miſtake is, 
underſtanding per aſſumptas ſpecies, of a Phantaſm : 
But this was to make way for what was to come at: 
ter, and to anſwer to Appearance. His Second is, in 
pretending that this was the only way that it was na- 
turally poſſible for the Father to be incarnate. For 
neither would this way have amounted to any Ir. 
carnation at all, being only Praludium Incarna- 
tions, as it was anciently called: Nor is a zeal Incar- 
nation naturally leſs poſſible than that was. His 
Third is, in not diſtinguiſhing between the taking uy 
viſible Symbols for a while to appear by, and being per. 
ſonally united to the Human Nature, which is [ncarna- 
tion. His Fourth is ſo groſs, (not to perceive the 
Difference between veiling the Glories of the God- 
bead, and having no real Manhood) that I can hard- 
ly ſuppoſe his Thoughts were at home when he 
wrote it, But the Word Appearance ſeems to have 
{truck his Imagination at once, and to have made him 
jump immediately, without any Premiſes, into a 
marvelous Concluſion. 


XIX. Page the 74th, &c. He undertakes to ſhow, 
that, upon his Hypotheſis, the Exiſtence of God the 
Son 1s not precarious. I could ſcarce have believed, 
till I ſaw the Reply, that any Man of tolerable Parts, 
or Diſcretion,would have engaged in ſo ſilly an Argu- 
ment. But there is a Neceſſity for it, it ſeems: And 
this is the Second Time, that he has reſolved to ſhut 
= Eyes againſt common Senſe? , in this very Ar- 
ticle. 


1 
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See my Second Defenſe, p. 219. y 
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We are to obſerve, that he denies the neceſſary Ex- 
ſence of God the Son; which is directly making his 
Exiſtence contingent, which is another Word for pre- 
cayious, and 1s proper to a Creature. 

This Gentleman endeavours, p. 75, with a Duſt of 
Words, to obſcure this plain State of the Queſtion, 
At laſt, he comes a little cloſer to the Point, and be- 
gins the Debate. God, ſays the Apoſtle, cannot lie- 
The only Reaſon why be cannot, is becauſe he will not. 
Note then, that the only Reaſon why God does 
not, or cannot reduce God the Son to nothing, is be- 
cauſe he will not.] Is therefore the Veracity of God a 
thing as mutable and precarious, becauſe it entirely de- 
pends upon his Will, as is the Exiſtence of any Creature 
whatever? But this Gentleman ſhould have ſhown 
that God was as much bound up by his own Attri- 
butes to give the Son Exiſtence, and to continue 
him in it, as he is bound never to lie, to make 
the Caſe parallel: And upon this Suppoſition, God 
could no more want his Son one Moment from all 
Eternity, than he could be ever one Moment capable 
of hing: Which is making the Son as meceſſarily- 
exiſting, by neceſſary Will (Which this Gentleman 
would call zo Vill) as God's Attribute of Veracity is 
neceſſary and immutable. God's moral Attributes 
are founded in the natural Perfections, and are in- 
deed no other than natural, and neceſſary Perfections 
of the Deity, which he can no more ccafe to have, 
than he can ceaſe to be. And even the ReX:tude of his 
Will is natural, neceſſary, and unalterable: And the Keaſon 
why he never wills amiſs, is becauſe he cannot. But not 
to run farther into this Point, which is perfectly 7e- 
mote and foreign, and brought in only for a Blind; 
what becomes of the Diſtinction between the xeceſſa- 
7y Exiſtence proper to the Divine Being, and the pre- 
carious Exiſtence proper to Creatures? If God may be 
obliged by any of his moral Attributes of _— 

N Good. 
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Goodneſs, Veracity, &c. to preſerve the Son in his 
Being ; ſo may he likewiſe to preſerve Angels, or 
Men, or any other Creature : And is this a Reason 
againſt calling their Exiſtence precarious? If it be, 
then there may be Creatures, many beſides God the 
Son, whoſe Exiſtence is not precarious: And thus the 
Diſtinction between neceſary, and precarious Exiſtence 
is loſt. The Meaning of precarious Exiſtence is, 
not neceſſary, of what might either never have been, 
or may ceaſe to be, if God pleaſes, Let this Gen- 
tleman either afirm this of God the Son, or de- 
ny it of any Creature whatever. 

This Writer, who is uſed to wife Queſtions, asks 
me, whether the Supreme Dominion of God the Fa- 
ther (that which I found in voluntary Oeconomy) 
he precarious? Undoubtedly every voluntary Office 
may ceaſe to be, is not veceſſary, but depending 
on Pleaſure, and 1s therefore ſo far precarions, 
And even as to natural Dominion, God might chuſe 
whether he would make any Creatures; he may 
chuſe whether he will continue any: That is, he 
may chuſe whether he will exerciſe any ſuch Dominion 
at all; forall ſuch Dominion ſuppoſes the Exiſtence of 
Creatures, over which only ſuch Dominion is. Supre- 
macy therefore of Dominion, 1s as precarzous as the 
Exiſtence of the Creature : And if that be not preca- 
rious, I know not what is ſo. But, I think, I am 
over-abundantly civil to this Writer to debate 2 
Maxim of common Senſe with him. The Sum is, 
that That Exiſtence which is not neceſſary, is contingent; 
and contingent is precarious, or depending on Pleaſure, 
in oppoſition to what is zaturally immutable, and 
cannot but be: Such is the Exiſtence of God the Son 
with this Writer: Therefore his Exiſtence is precari- 
ons in the ſame denſe, tho' perhaps not in the ſame 
Degree. that the Exiſtence of any Creature whatever 
is called precarzous, Q. E. D. 

XX. Page 
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XX. Page 92d, this Gentleman tells me of afe#- 
mg to expreſs a ridiculous ſeeming Repugnancy in main- 
taining, that the ſame A is certain as being foreknown, 
uncertain, as depending on the Will of a free Agent. 
I ſhould be glad to ſe the Difhculty dextrouſly hit 
off by this acute Writer, to make us ſome amends 
for his Failures in other Things. He does it, he 
thinks, in two Words; that what depends on the 
Will of a free Agent may be certain, though not ne- 
ceſſary. But to me it ſeems that the Difficulty ſtands 
juſt where it did: For how is that certain which is not 
neceſſary, which may, or may not he; which is all the 
Meaning of not neceſſary, and which ſeems to amount 
to the ſame with not certain, in the preſent Caſe. And 
how 1s that fixed, or certain, which 1s yet floating and 
hanging in Suſpence, either may, or may not be? Poſ- 
ſibly, ſome Solution may be found for theſe and the 
like Difficulties: But I am afraid, not by this Gen- 
tleman, who does not appear hitherto to have gone 
to the Bottom of the Subject, or to have Patience, 
or Coolneſs of Temper, requiſite to go through with 
it. 


— I 


1 See my Second Defenſe, 5p. 4: 5. 
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, CALROMCAY OR ACAOEUADAOAY) 


CHAT. Iv; 


Concerning Quotations from the Ancients. 


H E 14th Obſervation 1s ſpent upon this Sub- 
ject : And I ſhall think it worth the while to 
beſtow a Chapter upon the ſame; that as we have 
ſeen this Gentleman's Penetration in Matters of A- 
gument, we may now alſo ſee his Diligence, and 


Accuracy, in Matters of Learning, I have had fre- 


quent Occaſion, in both my Defenſes, to take notice of 
his ſuperficial Acquaintance with the ancient Fathers. 

1. Sometimes he has endeavour'd to put ſpurions, 
or worthleſs Pieces upon us, as being of conſi- 
derable Value and Authority, The Apoftolical 
Conſtitutions b, Ignatius's larger Epiſtles e, the A. 
an Councils of Si7mium d, Philippopolis e, and An- 
zochf , (inſtead of the Cat holick and approved Sy- 
nods) and the Tenets of Semi-arians for thoſe of 
Epiphanius s. See the Inſtances of this kind up and 
down in the Reply b. The doing this, unleſs it be 


— 


b See my Second Defenſe, p. 280, 281, 318. 
© See my Second Defenſe, p. 280, 281. 
a See my Second Defenſe, p. 297, 318, 
e See Second Defenſe, p. 299, 318. 
t See Second Defenſe, p. 300, 318. 
See Second Defenſe, p. 417. 
bh Reply to Dr. Waterland, &c. p. 17, 18, 19, 22, 23, 29) 


58, G1, 258, 260, 274, 2753 276, 299, 404, 410, 


done 


Þ _»» 
— 225 
- 


ww 


— © 
A HE ef A 
# 1 


23 
— 


m 


295 


ne 


[ 93 ] 


done ignorantly, is much the ſame Honeſty in the 
way of Vriting, as the putting off bad Wares, or 
damaged Goods, at the Price of good ones, in the 
way of Trading. 

2. Sometimes he has expreſs'd Wonder and Amaze- 
ment at me, as if I had been teaching ſome nem and 
frange Thing, or ſomething merely Scholaſtick, when 
I have been only following the concurring Judgment 
of the ancient Fathers i. 

3. Sometimes you will find him repreſenting a 
Doctrine as unanimouſly taught by all the Ancients, 
when they were all directly againſt it, or none clearly 
for it. 

4. Falſe Hiſtory, and Miſreports of the Fathers 
have been very ordinary, and common with him.! 

5. Miſrepreſentations of the Fathers, as to their 
real Senſe, and Meaning, have been numberleſs: 
The greateſt part of my Labour has been all the 
way to lay them open, and confute them. 

6. Miſquotations, or deceitful Tranſlations, I have 
often had Occaſion to obſerve, and correct. m 

Now, this Gentleman being very deſirous, as it 
ſeems, to make Repriſals upon me, undertakes to 
furniſh out a whole Section of groſs Miſrepreſentations 
made by me in my Quotations. He gives them for 


— 


i Seo my Firſt Defenſe, p. 21, 87, 380, 471, 481. Second 
Defenſe, p. 49, 212. 

k See theſe Fallacies noted: Firſt Defenſe, p. 34, 101, 
338, * 393, 449. Second Defenſe, p. 295, 346, 436, 

2 
; 855 15 ſame detected: Firſt Defenſe, p. 93, 186, 198, 26 Jy 
382, 398, 449, 452, 465, 467. Second Defenſe, b. 9, 11, 
58, 73, 100, 130, 141, 145, 150, 153, 20S, 213, 243, 318, 
335» 455» 460, 476, 477- 

m See my Firſt Defenſe, p. 130, 132, 183, 198, 426, Sr. 
489. Second Defenſe, p. 80, 120, 136, 287, 290, 
398, 488, c. 513. 


318, 352. 


a He. 
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a Specimen only, as he ſays, and calls them ſome fer; 
being willing the Reader ſhould think he had 
been very tender, and compaſtonate, The Rea. 
der perhaps may really think fo, when he finds what 
the Sum Total of this worthy Charge of groſs Miſ- 
repreſentations amounts to: Nothing but an Account 
of ſome very fair and juſt Repreſentations ſet in a 
bad Light, miſreyorted under falſe Colours, and cal. 
led by a wrong Name. I hope, every intelligent 
Reader will apprehend the Difference between ma- 
king a Charge, and proving one ; between a falſe Re- 

ort and a true one; between an unrighteous Calumny, 
and a juſt Cenſure. Tam willing to put the Iſſue en- 
tirely upon the Juſtice and Merits of the Caſe, upon 
the Evidence produced here, or there, to juſtify the 
Charges reſpectively. Let but the Reader compare 
my Remarks on Dr. Clarke's Quotations , with 
what this Writer would lay to me: And then the 


| Difference betwixt the one and the other will be 


throughly underſtood. Now to come to Particulars : 
They are 12 in Number; which were they all Faults, 
it were eaſy to ſele& Hundreds greater ont of their 
Pieces. But I confin'd my felt, in my Collection, to 
ſuch only as betrayed manifeſt Purtiality, and Deceit, 


or great want of Care, and Exactneſs. 


7. In the firſt place, he finds fault with my way 
of underſtanding a Paſſage of Philo, and gives me 
his own Judgment againſt it: Which I have 
as much Regard for, as he has for mine. The 
very Paſſage which he cites from Philo, to confute my 
Conſtruction, confirms it: As it ſhows that the Logos 
was betwixt the 7 j4y%44Wov and 5 n, and was there- 
fore neither. And if he is not reckon'd with the 
T4 262, he is of courſe 4% il. 


— cu. 


” Firſt Defenſe, 426, &c. Second Defenſe, 488, h 
2, Ihe 


; 
| 
| 
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II. The Second, is my reading eay41)& in two Places 
of Fuſtin, where he chuſes to read eyiwn]G. His 
Reaſons, it ſeems,are good to Him, and mine to Me, 
which is the whole Matter. I vindicated my Read- 
ing againſt his Exceptions in my Second Defenſe, 
p. 164, 265 : And he has nothing to add by way of 
Reinforcement. A mighty Buſineſs to found a 
Charge of groſs Miſrepreſentation upon: He muſt 
have been hard put to it, to {tram fo much for 
one. 

III. A Third Article ot my groſs Miſrepreſen- 
tations begins with a new Invention of his own ; 
a very forced Interpretation of a Paſſage in Venauso; 
which Interpretation was never, I believe, thought 
on by any Man before himſelf, and reſts only in 
Strength of Imagination. For, what if the Father 
be called aiy> in that Chapter as well as the Son, 
could Trenens be there talking of the Emifton, or Ge- 
neration of the Father? If this Gentleman will but 
pleaſe to look forwards, as far as Page 157, and 158, 
and view the whole Proceſs of the Argument, he 
will fee what [renens meant by the Logos, namely, 
the Only-begotten of the Father, the {ame that Iſaiah 
ſpeaks of, Chap. liii. v. 8. 

This Writer alſo tells me of citing two Paſſages 
of Treneus, as containing the Church's Notion, when 
he is ridiculing the Notions of the V/alentinians : Ag 
if a Man might not be ridiculing the Notion of the 
Falentimans, and at the ſame time diſcover his on. 
Had the Author undertaken to vindicate this his nen, 


o Qui Generationem prolativi Hominum Verb; rransfe- 
runt in Dei æternum FVerlum, & Prolationis initium donantes 
& Geneſim, quemadmodum & ſuo verbo. Et in quo diſta- 
bit Dei Verbum, imo magis ipſe Den, eum fit Voplrrmr, à verbo 
Hominum, fi eandem habucrit Ordinationem & FE nilthonem 
Generations ? Iren. p. 132. ed. Mal. 


+ and 


56 


and extraordinary Conſtruction, I ſhould have taken 
care to conſider it at large: But as he has only given 
a few dark and obſcure Hints of what he would have, 
I think it ſufficient to refer the Reader to my Second 
Defenſe v, and to Trenaus himſelf a, and to his learned 
Editor, who has particularly conſider d his Author 
Meaning r. | | 

A farther Complaint againſt me, is for falſely in. 
terpreting, Non alius & alius, in Ireneuss, of Father and 
Son; which is ſo tritiing and groundleſs, that nothing 
can be more ſo. He has invented another imaginary 
Conſtruction, peculiar to himſelf, which he endea- 
vours to help out, by ſupplying ſomething in He- 


maus s Text, which the good Father never thought on, 


and which the whole Context {trongly reclaims a- 
gainſt. See my Second Defenſe t, where I cite the 
Paſſage, with another parallel Place of Tertullian. In 
this way of charging me with groſs Miſrepreſentations, 
the Author may be copious enough; tor Invention is 
fruitful. 

As to the Fourth place, all the Fault 1s, that 1 
follow the common Reading (cum verbo ſuo, Iren. 
p- 183.) tho' there is one MS. which leaves out cum : A 
MS. ſcarce above 400 Yearsold,andof nogreat Authori- 
ty u. The Manuſcript is the Arundel, in the Library of 
the Royal Society: I have ſeen it, and fiud the 
Reading to be as Dr. Grabe repreſented. But that 


v Second Defenſe, p. 66 270. 

4 Iren. p. 132, 139. Ed. Mall. 

7 Maſuet. diſſert. prev. p. 128. 

Non ergo alius erat qui cognoſcebatur, & alius qui dice- 
bat; nemo cognoſcit patrem, ſed unus & 1dem, omnia ſub- 
jiciente ei patre, &. Iren. p. 234. NMaſſ. prev. dull, p. 131. 

t Second Defenſe, p. 68. 


u See Maſluet. pref. p. 8. 
the 


„„ 

the Reading is without doubt the truer Reading, as the 
Reply pretends , againſt the Faith of all the other 
MSS, about Ten in Number, ſeveral of them much 
older, and moſt of them more faithful in the whole, 
will not be taken for granted upon a bare Afirma- 
tion. 

A Fifth place of Trenens by me cited b, I am 
willing to leave with the Reader : Who may pleaſe 
to conſider, whether what this Writer objects be of 
any Force againſt what 1 ſaid ; ſince I did not pre- 
tend that the Son did any thing contrary to, or with 
out the Father's good Pleaſure. 

IV. This Gentleman proceeds to Clemens Alexandri- 
"ms, and charges me with miſrepreſenting him. I 
vindicated my Senſe of that Paſſage at large before c, 
and obviated every Pretence to the contrary : Nor 
has this Writer ſo much as attempted to reply to what 
I there urged; except calling a thing monſtrous be the 
lame with confuting it. His repeating here his for- 
mer Opinion about Chriſt being repreſentative _ 
(which has been ſo abundantly anſwer'd and baffle 
in Both my Defenſes *, beyond any juſt Reply) only 
ſhows to what a Degree of Hardineſs a Man may 
arrive to by long oppoſing the Truth. 

There 1s another Place of Clemens 4, as to which 
he ins upon his Conſtruction, and I allo upon 
mine ©; tho' it is ſufficient for me, it mine may be 


—— 


2 Reply, p. 103, 

Second Defenſe, p. 82. 

© Second Defenſe, p. 140. 

* Firſt Defenſe, p. 34, Sc. Second Def. p. 163, c. 

* *Ou7' U pFeviin m7” dv , 6 mvTA 0 ir ine K 
wg, Jo ougeTes 5 mis YSoupemws mmreuromm amoveiuas US 
vv Uo £746 0 ein mT d, 6 u , g WaNISE eu- 


f v 7% d 5. N % mvToxegrop &+ YrAnuan mrs Clem. 


Alex. Strom. 7. c. 2. p. 832. 
* Second Defenſe, p. 513. 
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true; he ſhould prove on the other hand that his 
mt. He appeals to all that underſtand Greek, $9 
do I, and to the Context likewiſe. Biſhop Bull, Le 
Nourry, and the Learned Editor of Clemens ( who, I 
believe, underſtood Greek) had declared betore. 
hand for my Conſtruction. Let this Gentleman pro- 
duce his better Vouchers, if he has any, to ſup. 
Port his Pretences about the Nature of the Greek 
Tongue : Which he may ſometimes happen to miſtake, 
and pretty widely too, as appears by his Verſions, 
His Tranſlation, as he calls it, of this very Place of 
Clemens, is no Tranſlation, but a looſe Paraphraſe * 
and ſuch a one, that no Man could ever imagine 
from it what the Greek Words are. Whether I am 
right or no, he is moſt certainly wrong in taking the 
Liberty he has, of foifting in Words, and altering the 
Tirn of the Expreſſion, to help out his Conſtruction, 


But beſides that, the Conſtruction it ſelf appears 


to me ſomewhat forced, and mmatural, as referring s 
wag to the Negative going before, and to the hf 


Member of the Sentence, rather than the ſecond ;, 


when in the preceding Sentence, of like Kind, the 
third Part hangs upon the ſecond. The moſt natural 
Conſtruction therefore ſeems to be this; / ho is Lord 
of all, etiam maximè ſerviens *, &c. even when 
moſt ſubſervient, &c. that is, even in his Ioweſt 
Condeſcenſion, becoming incarnate, which Clemens 
had been ſpeaking of, In the very next Page, re- 
ſuming the Aſſertion of the Son's being Lord of all, 
he again qualifies it, in like manner, by referring 
all up to the Supreme Father. | 

V. Wenow come to Tertulitan: Where he taxes me 
with a Miſconſ{rn7ion ; owning however that he had 
gone before me in the ſame, I muſt acknowledge! 
bok'd upon the Conſtruction of that Place as doubt- 


f Reply, p. 511. Compare my Second Def. p. 513. 
* 4s to she like Conſtruction of Ad in Clemens, ſee p· 138, 
2505, 436, 443 620, 7597 821. - 5 = 
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un, at leaſt ; for which Reaſon J had never cited it 
in my firſt Defenſe, or elſewhere, to prove Father and 
Son one God. But finding at length, that ſome 
learned Men ſo underſtood the Place, and obſerving 
that the Reply alſo came into it, I thought I might 
then ſafely uſe it. If it be a Miſtake, (as probably 
it may ) it ſhould not however have come under the 
Head of groſs Miſrepreſentations. 

He next charges me with a great Neglect, as omit. 
ting to take notice of what the Reply had objected to 
my Conſtruction of a Place in Tertullian, tho I again 
quote the Place, It 1s unreaſonable in the Man to 
expect particular Notice of every thing that he has 
any where occaſionally dropt, when he has ſlipp'd over 
many and more material Things of mine: ButTI have 
accuſtomed him ſo much to it, that now he inſiſts upon 
it. After all, his Conſtruction of, ſuo jure, s in Ter- 
tullian h, which he makes to be the ſame with, 452 7 
ſli proprio, is ſo extravagant, that it might be ſafely 
left with any Man that knows Tertullian, or knows 
Latin. What could Tertullian {ay leſs than that God 
the Son was God Omnipotent in hisown Right, when he 
ſo often proclaimshim to be of the ſame Sub ſſance with 
the Father? It is not ſaid merely ſuo jure oinnipotens, 
but ſuo jure Deus omnipoters : And as the Meaning of 
ſao pure is well known to all that know Latin; ſo are 
Tertullian's Principles well known to as many as 
know him; and that he makes the Son God 1n the 
ſame Senſe as the Father is, as partaking of the ſame 
Divine Subſtance. Tertullian therefore could not mean, 


my — ——w__— — ä 
2 


ä» * 


8 Reply, p. 509. 
h 8 inquit, patris mea ſint, cur non & nomina ? 


Cum ergo legis Deum omnipotentem, & Altiſſimum, & Deum 


virtutum, & Regem Iſraelis, & Qui eſt; vide ne per hec Filius 


etiam demonſtretur ; ſuo jure Bens omnipotens, qua Sermo 


Dei omnipotentis, c. Tertull. adv. Prax. &. 17. p 
O 2 as 
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as this Gentleman ſays, that the Son is God Al- 1 
mighty, in a Senſe proper to him, or upon a Ground f: 
peculiar to himſelf, ſince Tertullian's Principles plain- m 
ly make Father and Son God in the ſame Senſe, and 01 
upon the ſame Ground, as being of the ſame Divine th 


Subſtance. But this he might mean, and this he did th 
mean, that the Son is Almighty God diſtindly, and in ex 


his own proper Perſon, and Right; and not conſider'd of 
as the Perſon of the Father, which Praxeas pretended, te! 
This Gentleman however, by endeavouring to find fa 
out ſome Miſmterpretations of mine, does nothing elſe 1. 
but diſcover more and more of his own. wi 

He is in the ſame Pape, ( p. 125, ) cavilling at a W 
very innocent Tranſlation of an Arian Paſſage in W mt 
my Book k; whereI render ſna dirtute, by his own Power, WW Ar 
He will have it, that it does not mean the Son's own dic 


Power, but his Father's, becauſe ſuppoſed to be given 
him: Which is nothing but equivccating upon the | 
Word own. The Meaning undoubtedly 1s, that the ha 


Son created all Things by his own natural, inberent ans 
Power ; though ſuppoſed to be given him, with his ſte; 
Nature, by the Father. And this is all I meant in ſur, 
my Verſion of the Words: It is obſervable however, pre 
that this Gentleman never yet came up ſo high in ſho 
his Doctrine, as the ancient Arians did. They ſup- __ 
poſed Chriſt inveſted with creative Powers by the Fa- im} 
ther ; which 1s a great deal more than making him but 
meerly an Iſtrument in the Work of Creation. Get 
As to Tertullian's Meaning in ſome Paſſages which com 
this Author produced to prove that Souls were conſub- I 
ftartial with God i, (according to that Writer) as much _—_ 
as the Son was ſuppoſed to be by the Nicene Coun-' m 
cil, it was fo mean, and ſo unworthy a Suggeſtion, Tert 
n 
"MI | Oy I. 2. 
i Second Defenſe, p. 411. 21 
Þ ( 


See Reply, p. 55, 225, 329. Preface, p. 6, POR 


At 


> Obſeryations, p. 25, 126» 
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that I thought it proper to vindicate m Tertullian, as 


falſely charged in that Matter, It was of ſome mo- 
ment that Iertullian had utterly denied it of Angels, 
or even Archangels, and of the higheſt Order. This 
the Objector takes no notice of. Tertullian denies 
that the Soul comes up uſque ad vim divinitatis, and 
explains himſelf inoffenſively on that Head; as I 


obſerved. Nay, he argues through the whole Chap- 


ter againſt Marcion's Tenet, of the Soul being ſub- 


fantia Creatoris, the Subſtance of (or conſub/antial 
with) its Creator, Yet this Writer here goes on 


with the ſame ridiculous Charge, founding it upon 
Words that expreſs nothing of it. What the Words 
mean, I intimated at large in the Place referred to n: 
And this Gentleman makes no Reply to it, Why he 
did not, is beſt known to himſelf, | 


VI. We come next to Origen, whom it ſeems I 
have greatly injured in rendring, weridoxe 33 dau] x 
ms ware, bath imparted even his Greatneſs o, in- 
ſtead of has imparted even of his Greatneſs. > But Iam 
ſure he has injured Origen a great deal more by ſup- 
preſſing the remaining Part of the Sentence, which 
ſhows what Origen meant, viz. that the Son 1s com- 
menſurate with the Father in Greatneſs. 'This was not 
imparting ſome ſmall pittance of his Greatneſs, 
but equal Greatneſs, or h1s whole Greatneſs: And thig 
Gentleman might have conſidered that uemdituut 
commonly governs a Gemtive Caſe ; which is ſuffici- 


6＋— 


m Second Defenſe, p. 100. Compare Pamelii Paradox. 
Tertullian. 2. 3. | 


n Second Defenſe, p. 119. vid. Tertull. contr. Marc. 
I. 2. c. 9. 


o Second Defenſe, p. 43. 
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ent to take off the Force of his Criticiſm: Though 1 
muſt own, I ſee but little difference in the two Ways 
of ſpeaking, nor that either of them may not be ad. 
mitted ; provided only that the whole Senſe of Origen 
in that Paſſage be taken along with it. 

i As to another 3 Origen, this —— deſires 
that my Defenſe a, and his Replyr may be compared; 
which J delle. 1 06 

The ſame I fay as to a Third Places of Origen, 

As to a Fourth Place in Origen, this Writer is 
pleaſed to ſtand corrected in reſpect of his . 
of it, which I found fault with t. As to his further 
Endeavours to defeat the Meaning of that Place, I 
am willing to truſt them with the Reader, after he 
has ſeen the Paſlage it ſelf, and what I have ſaid 
upon at. | 

Another Paſſage of Origen I ſhall likewiſe truſt 
with the Reader, if he pleaſes but to look into my 


| Second Defenſe u. This Writer here, (p. 127.) talks 


of my Conſtruction being contrary to the Nature of 
all Language ; as if the Nature of Language never 
admitted any Adjective to ſtand alone, the Subſtantive 
being ſufficiently intimated from the Context. But 
this is his forward way of talking: And he ſeems to 
think he has a right to be believed upon his Vord. 


VII. This Article concerns Novatian, I have fully 
expreſs'd my ſelf, as to this Author, in many Places 


— —— 


3 Second Defenſe, p. 69, 109. Reply to Dr. Mpith, 
p. 24. 

r Reply, p. 83, 84, 85. 

s Compare Reply, p. 295. and Obſervations, p. 63. with my 
Second Defenſe, p. 276, 402. 

© Second Defenſe, p. 397, 398. 


Second Defenſe, p. 69. p 
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of my Defenſes, which the Reader that thinks it 
of Importance, may pleaſe to conſult, I forbear 
any farther Diſpute about the Reading of a certain 
Paſſage, till the Learned Mr, 7'e!chman's new Edition 
of that Author appears, which may probably give 
us ſome farther Light into it. 


VIII. The Eighth Article, inſtead of proving any 
Miſrepreſentation upon me, only revives the Memory 
of a great one of his own a; which diſcovered his ſmall 
Acquaintance with the Ancients. As to this Writer's 
Exceptions to Hippolytus, I have ſufficiently obviated 
them elſewhere : b And one would think that Textul- 
lian's Uſe of the Word Perſona, inthe ſame Senſe with 
Hippolytus's Tgownroy, Might have ſcreen'd the lat- 
ter from this Author's Cenſure in that particu- 
lar. But ſuppoſing I had leſs to plead for my ſay- 
ing that the Sabellian Singularity conſiſted in ma- 
king the Godhead d , and that I had ex- 
preſs d it in a Phraſe that came not into Uſe till the 
ath Century; can there be a greater Mark of Peday- 
try, than for a Man to take me up, and cavil at the 
bare Expreſſion, and to charge me with an CG. 


truth upon 1t ? How would it look, to charge Baſil, 


and Chryſo/fom, and Theodoret, as reporting a thing 
notorionſly untrue, when they repreſent Sabellius as 


| making the Godhead z, Tg6awroy, juſt as I do? Would 


not the Man be taken for a Jeſter, or a very igno- 
rant Man, in doing it, as cavilling only at a Mode 
of Expreſiun? But I proceed, | 


IX. The Author here cenſures me for rendring be- 
Nies by Unity, rather than Monarchy, in a Paſſage 


— — 


2 See my Second Defenſe, p 212. 
» Second Defenſe, p. 105, 243. 
| , * he : qo $4 
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of Pope Dionyſus e. My Reaſons for ſo doing, I con- 
celve, were ch as theſe: 1. That the ſame Dzonyſins 
had expreſſed the ſame thing a little higher by the 
Word god, which ſignifies Uiity : And he ſeems to 
have choſen ,. after, only to vary the Phraſe. 
2, Becauſe in the Words immediately preceding, he 
is ſpeaking of the Union of Father and Son; by 
which he ſolves the Difficulty objected, and not by 
throwing the Oneneſs of Godhead upon the Father 
alone, excluſive of the other Perſons. 3. Becauſe 
ries, Trinity, is the Word oppoſed to wvaeyia; in the 
ſame Sentence; 3 ſhowing that there muſt be 
a Trinity, and withal an Unity (ſay I) preſerved, 
Theſe Reaſons made me prefer the Word Unity. When 
this Author has better for the Word Monarchy, 'and 
in his Senſe, « I ſhall be ready to accept it, inſtead of 
the other, 


X. Here I am charged with miſ-tranſlating a Word 
in Euſebins, n95wirn, which I render compacted e, that 
is, conſfituted; which, it ſeems, is wonderfully done. 
But the V onder may ceaſe, it it be conſidered, I. That 
in the ſame Place the Equality is mentioned as be- 
longing to the Ternary Number, here conſidered as a 
Figure of the Trimty. 2. That the Tees is there 
alſo made the one agyi, Source of all Things. 3. That 
the whole 7::a5 is ſaid to be 3gmuimn compatted, as I 
render it. For, had the Meaning been that Two 


s of 


Second Defenſe, p. 114. 

4 It is to be noted, that cc? , in this Subject, ſometimes ſig- 
mfies, not Monarchy, but Unity of Headſhip, or Principle, 
Source, or Fountain, as in Athanaſius. 

dein q dv d pla a Sromms, A 8 do dpxar ow 
xuerws Y {ovag 4% b Athan. Orat, 4. init. 

* Second Defenſe, . 123. 


Perſons 


„ TE 
Perſons were dependent on one, the Epithet 


would not have been applied to the whole Trinity. 
4. There's a plain Oppoſition between the Twes 


and the my Jon». Whether theſe Reaſons may con- 


convince our iter or no, I know not: It he plea- 
ſes, he may go on wondring at very plain Things, to 
ſhow his want of Reflection. He will have it that 
„emu there ſignifies a Connexzon of Things, one 
depending on or derived from another. He has not 
thought fit to give us any Tranſation of the Place, 
according to his own Senſe of it: But all he ſays, in 
favour of it, is only Miſreport . of the Ule of the 
Word ary >, as I ſhall ſhow hereafter. 

The Second Paſſage of Euſebius I leave to the 
Reader ; this Gentleman having no way of eluding 
my Senſe of it, but by miſrepreſenting it, after his 
Manner. 

XI. The next relates to Gregory Avſſen , where 
this Writer has nothing to ſhow but Chicane. I 
tranſlate ſome Words that may be ſeen in the Place 
referr'd to, thus: Nezther let us diſſolve the ĩmmediate 
Connexion, by conſidering the ill in the Generation. Upon 
which my acute Cenſor thus remarks: As if the 
Author meant to ſay, that, conjidering the Will of the 
Father in the Generation of the Son, would be a diſſolving 
of the immediate Connexion. No, neither the Author, 
nor I meant to ſay it: The Words immediately fore- 
going ſhow that we did not; nor does my Tranſla- 
tion imply any ſuch Thing. But the Meaning is, 
that the Notion of ill was not to be carried ſo far, 
as to deſtroy that neceſſary Connexion. 

XII. As to the Paſſage of Cyril, and my Inference, 
8 he calls it, from it (which is not my Inference, 


— — — 


„„ 


2 Second Defenſe, p. 152. 


d See my Second Defenſe, 5 303, 304 1 
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but an Inference which is mentioned as having ſome 
Colour, and at the ſame time confuted by the late 
learned PenediineEditor, as I obſerved e:) This Writer 
might as well have let it alone; unleſs he had known 
more of it. Had not that Learned Editor given us 
much better Arguments againſt that Inference than 
the Obſervator has, it would be more conſiderable 
than he imagines. The Reader, that defires to know 
more of this Matter, may conſult the learned Tontee's 
Diſſertation d, before referr'd to; and which this 
Writer has fraudulently concealed from the Reader, 
in order to make way for his Charge upon me. 

My Words are theſe: © It there is any thing to be 
« ſuſpected of Oil, it is rather his excluding the 
4 Father from being Creator, than the Son from be- 
ing efficient: But the late learned Benedictine Edi- 
& tor has ſufficiently clear'd up Cyril's Orthodoxy on 
% that Head. Now, after I had fo plainly declared 
againſt the Inference, is it not very unaccountable 
in this Gentleman to charge me with it, and in the 
manner he does? The Doctor's Inference, ſays he, from 
the Words of Cyril. is as remarkable an Inſtance of the 
Strength of Prejudice, as (I think) I ever met with, 
p. 131. I may much more reaſonably ſay, that this Re- 
preſentation is as remarkable an Inſtance of the 
Strength of Malice, as I ever met with. See my 
Second Defenſe, p. 335, 337, 417. where I take no- 
tice of the Father being repreſented as iſſuing out 
Orders for creating, and the Son as creating: Which 
is Cyril's Notion alſo, and which affords ſome Colony 
for the Inference betore-mention'd ; but Colour only, 


—— 
nw 


. 


s Second Defenſe, þ- 336. 
4 Diſſertat. 3 de Doctrin. Cyrilli. p. 139, Sr. 
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and not Ground ſufficient for it, as I before inti- 
mated, acquitting Cyril of it, 

I have now run through the whole Charge of very 
groſs Miſrepreſentations, of which the foregoing In- 
ſtances are the Specimen, all that this Gentleman 
could find. No body doubts of his Inclination to 
have pick'd out the very worſt that my Books could 
any where afford; and Theſe are they. I thank him 
for them, I could not, I think, have defired a 
fuller Teſtimony, from an Adverſary, than this is, 
of my Fidelity in the Matter of Quotations; I might 
almoſt ſay, Care, and Exadtneſs beyond what I had 
expected. For though I had taken the beſt care I 
could, in reviſing every Thing of that kind, and 
again comparing 1t with the Books themſelves, as my 
Papers went through the Preſs, and was certain not 
to be wilfully guilty of any Miſtake ; yet I knew not 
what an able Critick might potubly diſcover after me, 
in a Work that had not long time to lie by, nor had 
paſs'd through the Hands of my judicious and learn- 
ed Friends. But perhaps our Obſervator has been 
negligent in examining, or is not very acute: And ſo 
I ſhall not afume upon it. 

One thing, I hope, will be obſerved, that though 
this Writer has found no groſs Miſrepreſentations of 
mine, he has made ſeveral of his own; winch may 
now be added to the reſt above-mention d, under my 
Second Chapter. And to his former Miſreports ot the 
Ancients, may be added another great one which 
he has in p. 130. *Tis notorious, ſays he, that the 
Word ara, & was always apprepriate:! to the Father, 
The contrary is notor70us to all that know Antiqui- 
ty. "Avap & 18 very often applied to God the Son, 
by the /- nicene Fathers e, of the ſame Century 


—_——— a4 PE EO IIS * — * 8 " 


* Epiphanius paſſim. Gregor. Naciand. Orat. p. 421, 563, 
630. Greg. Nyſſ. contr. Eunon. J. 1. p. 118. : 7 
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with Euſebius, tho' ſome Years later; and more than 
once directly by the Antenicenes allo f. As to indirect 
Application of it to him, in reſpect of his Genera- 
tion or Exiſtence, as being 4rwxG&, or avdgws, nothing 
more common s: Euſebius himſelf is an Evidence for 
it b. But why will this poſitive Gentleman make 
Reports of Antiquity, till he knows more of it? 


. 


4A Summary View of the Judgment of the 
Ancients, upon the Queſtion, Whether God 
the Father be ꝝaturally Ruler and Governor 
over God the Son. | 


INCE the Author of the Obſervations has been 
8 pleaſed to reduce the Controverſy to this ſingle 
Que ſtion i, and to boaſt highly of the Ancients as 
holding the Afirmative, charging the MNegative 
as being an unheard-of Fiction, and Invention ol 


— 


Mi 


f Tü ax:7Curteev oy , A &neorov % avurgor d ¹ν Te 
& moy Us 7% evTor, © vicr., Clem. Alex. p. 829. 

Sus V wm d TM JaTHA dvagyes, Hanis Deg αi⁶ 
zung, emp bv 1 Aeyuor Gia, Eo nun n GESTix ape. Dionyl. 
Alex. apud Athanaſ. Vol. I. p. 254. 


e Clem. Alex. p. 832. Alexand. Alex. apud Theod, |. 1. e. 4. 


. 19. Cyrill. Hieroſ. Catech, XI. c. 13. p. 155. Athanal- 
ol. 1. p. 99, 526. | | 
b Euſeb. in Pſalm. p. 15. 


i The main thing he lays to my Charoe, is the denying the alone 
natural Dominion, p. 8, 9 15, 24, 27, 32, 40, 44, 46, 89, 115) 
119. 5 : 

mine, 
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mine, with repeated ſults, and ſuch a Degree of 
groundleſs Aſſurance, as is ſcarce to be parallel'd: I 
ſay, ſince he has indulged himſelf in theſe peculiar 
Strains, it may not be improper to lay before the 
Reader, a Summary View of the ancient Doctrine 
upon that Head. I ſhall content my ſelf with Refe- 
rences, for the moſt part, to my own Books; point- 
ing out to the Reader ſuch material Quotations, rela- 
ting to this Queſtion, as lie ſcattered 1n ſeveral Parts, 
under ſeveral Heads, in the Courſe of our Debate, 
I ſhall follow the Chronological Order of the Fa- 
thers, ſhowing all the way for what Reaſons I judge 
that every one reſpectively was in the ſame Perſua- 
ſion that I defend, and not in the contrary Hypo- 
theſis. 


-£ D. 216. I 6 A TETSs 


Ignatius did not believe that the Father is natural. 
Governor over the Son, but the contrary : Becau{ 
he acknowledged the Conſubſtantiality k, and Coeterni- 
ty, and Neceſſary-exiſtence ® of God the Son. Any 
Supremacy of the Father conſiſtent with theſe Doctrines 
of the Son, may be readily admitted. But the Ad- 
verſary has not been able to produce any Teſtimony 
from him to prove the natural Dominion of the Fa- 
ther over the Son. What he has pleaded may be ſeen 
in the Reply ”, and a Contutation of it in my Second 


Defenſe o. 


— — 


t See Bull. Def. E N. p. 40. 

See Bull. D. F. p. 174, &c. 

m See my Second Defenſe, p. 254, &c. 

» Reply, p. 261, 294. 

Second Defenſe, p. 254, Cc. 281, 284. 


2 I may 0 


1 


I may juſt take notice of an incidental Remark 
which this Writer _ (P. 63.) to invalidate ſome 


of my Teſtimonies for the Son's Neceſſary-exiſtence, 
He ſays, that eg, or 47 evay does not expreſs Ne- 
ceſſary-exiſtence ; for Man is edge, Or x7 gvar d: $,w7G, 
Admitting this, yet gvs« oy can never be applied to 
any thing but what exiſts neceſſarily : And it may 
always be certainly determined from the Context, or 
Circumſtances, or from the Author's uſual Phraſeology, 
what evze, or x7 gd ſignifies in any ancient Writer: 
And this Gentleman will not be able to ſhow that I 
have miſconſtrued the Phraſe ſo much as in a ſingle 
Teſtimony. Suppoſe, for inſtance, Natura bonus, 
may be ſometimes applicable to a Man, or an An- 
gel; yet it may at other times ſignify Neceſſary-ex- 
— ſo plainly, that no one can doubt of it: 

articularly in Tertullian, in this Sentence: Bonn 
natura Deus ſolus: Qui enim quod eſt ſine initio habet, 
non inſtitutione habet illud, ſed natura, &c. Tertull. 
adv. Marc, 1. 2. c. 6. | 


146, Jus Tin MARTYR. 


Fuſtin Martyr did not believe that the Father is 1a. 
turallhj Ruler or Governor over the Son. 

1. Becauſe he declares that God the Son is not axo- 
ther God v beſides the Father; at the ſame time ac. 
knowledging the Son to be God. 

2. Becauſe he aſſerts the Son's Conſubſtartaality q. 

3. Becauſe he gives to God the Son ſuch high and 

reat Titles as Scripture appropriates to the one true 


God of Iſrael r. | 


— 


y See my Anſwer to Dr. Whitby, p. 49, &c. Second Def, 


2 72. 
2 See Bull. D. E p. 65, &c. 


r See my Second De fenſe, p. 130. 5 
| 4. Be- 


it: 
ums 


bet, 
all, 


nn 


4. Becauſe he teaches the Neceſſary- exiſtencę of God 
the Son 5. 

5. Becauſe he declares for the Worſhip of God the 
Son, yet admitting no Worſhip as due to any. but to 
God aloe t. 

Any Supremacy of the Father, con{ſtert with theſe 
Doctrines of the Son, may be admitted. But the 
Adverſary has not produced any Teſtimony that may 
not be fairly accounted for upon the Foot of cluntary 
Oeconomy, or ratnral Priority of Order. The prin- 
cipal Pretences from this Father's Writings may be 
ſeen in the Reply », and the Anſwers in my Second 
Defenſe x. Let this Gentleman diſprove the Particu- 
lars here aſſerted; or if not, let him admit them, 
and then we need not diſpute farther. 


190 LUCESMN 


Lncian, or ſome other contemporary Pagan Writer, 
bears Teſtimony to the Faith of the Chriſtians in 
his Time, in Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt : Which 
means there o, God ſupreme ? in the whole Three, 
This Doctrine is not conſiſtent with any natural Do- 
minion ot God the Father over God the Son: But is 
rather a full and clear Teſtimony tor one common 
Dominion of all the Three Perſons. 


** 


vn 
—_ 


Second Defenſe, p. 263. 

t My Sermons, p. 299. Defenſe, p. 248, 256. Second 
Defenſe, p. 71, 386. f | 
u Reply, þ. 129, &c. 263, &c. 293, 375. 

x Second Defenſe, p. 130, &c. 164, 264, 285, &c. 386, 
294, &c. Compare Nourii Apparat. ad Bibl. Max. p. 405, &c. 
Vol. 1. „„ | | 


See my Sermons, þ. 303. Second Defenſe, p. 72. 


WIS 3- 


1 
177. ATHENAGORAS, 


Athenagoras could not believe any natural Rule 
cover God the Son: 

I. Becauſe he aſſerts his Conſubſtantiality =, 

2, Becauſe he aſſerts his Coetermty a. 

3. Becauſe he makes Father and Son one God b. 

4. Becauſe he maintains the Son's Neceſſary-ex- 
7ſtence e. 

5. Becauſe he is expreſs for the common Dominion 
of Both d. 

Nothing can be pleaded on the contrary, but what 
is eaſily reconciled by admitting a Temporal Proceſ- 
ſion, Generation, or Manifeſtation of the Son, and 
a Priority of Order in the Father. The Pretences 
of the Reply e are all anſwered in my Second Defenſet. 


181. THEOPHILUS, 


For the Conſubfantiality, and Coeternity maintain'd 
by this Writer, Biſhop Bull may be conſulted, Be- 
ſides which, he gives Chriſt the Title of e 5 5+, 
God abſolutely fo called s: And he drops ſome Inti- 
mations, by a Similitude which he makes uſe of, 
that Father and Son are one God, and have one Do- 


See Bull. D. F. p. 71. Nourrii Appar. Vol. 1. p. 487. 
2 See Bull. D. E p. 203. Nourii Appar. Vol. 1. p. 489. 
Þ See my Sermons, p. 301. Second Defonſe, p. 72. 
© Second Defenſe, p. 266. 
Second Defenſe, p. 77. 
Reply, p. 57, 105, &c. 299, 
Second Defenſe, p. 72, &c. 267. &c. 290, 38). 
Second Defenſe, p. 136. 
| 211111208 


iii 
minion h. Objections of the Reply i have been conſi- 
dered and anſwered k. 


187. IR EN uVG. 


Trenaus could never believe that the Father is na- 
turally Governor over the Son. 

I. Becauſe he aſcribes to God the Son Titles and 
Attributes peculiar to the God of Iſrael! , God Su- 
preme, 

2. Becauſe he aſſerts his Conſubſfantiality, Coeter- 
mty, and Neceſſary-exiſtence m. 

3. Becauſe he makes Father and Son one God n. 

4. Becauſe he expreſsly excludes any inferior God, 
and clearly intimates that God the Son has no God 
above him 9, 

There is nothing on the contrary to be pleaded 
from this Author, but what may be fairly, and 
eaſily reconciled upon the Foot of the Oeconomy, and 
the natural Order of the Perſons ; as hath been par- 


ticularly ſhown? in Anſwer to the Reply 4, 


—  — 


u Second Defenſe, p. 138. 

i Reply, p. 114, 142, 270. 

* Second Defenſe, p. 137, 290, &c. 

Second Defenſe, p. 138. 

m Second Defenſe, p. 268, &c. 

n Sermons, p. 303. Second Defenſe, p. 66, 78, &c. 

o See Firſt Defenſe, p. 54 Second Defenſe, p. 86. 

v Second Defenſe, p. 60, 66, 78, Sc. 139, 235» Cc. 268, 
271, 292, 388. 

4 Reply, p. 10, 17, 19, 23, 41, 60, 61, 62, 93, Sc. 140, 
239, 283, 295» 379» 393» 417» 484, 496, 507. 


Q 192. CL E- 
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192, CLEMENS of Alexandria. 


This ancient Writer could never have a Thought 
of ſubjeting God the Son to the natural Rule and Go- 
vernance of God the Father. For, 

1, He aſſerts the neceſſary Exiſtence * of the Son, 
which 1s an inſuperable Bar and Obſtacle to any 
ſuch Subjection. 

2. He makes him to be the Jehovah, the Almighty | 
God of the Jews, who had no God above him. 


3. He even equalizes © the Son, that is, proclaims 
him equal to the Father. t 


4. He gives him the Titles 5 $43; , and TaAYTOL EATON A, 
Titles expreſſive of Dominion ſupreme, and ſuch as 
the Obſervator would tranſlate ſupreme God, and ſu- 
preme Ruler, whenever ſpoken of the Father. 

5. He makes Father and Son one God of the whol: 8 
Univerſe; Which certainly expreſſes Equality and ti 
Union of Dominion. 

6. Laſtly, He addreſſes to Both together as one 
Lord e; which does not look like addreſſing to a So- 
wvereign aud his natural Subject, but to one God and 
Lord ſupreme, The Author of the Reply ſhowed his 
good Wiſhes and Endeavours d to elude the Teſtimo- 
mes : But failed in the Performance . 


— — "WE — 
1 — 


t Second Defenſe, p. 271. 

Second Defenſe, p. 140. 

t Second Defenſe, p. 90. 

u Second Defenſe, p. 184. 

2 Second Defenſe, 185, 513. 

Second Defenſe, p. 67, 89. Sermons, p. 305. ” 

* Sccond Defenfe, p. 89. 

d Reply, p. 80, Er. 140, 190, 227, 377. 

e Ste Second Defenſe, p. 89, to 97, 140, 292. | 
200. T et 
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* 
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200. TERTULLIAN, 


Tertullian could never think that the Father is na- 
turally the Son's Ruler, or Governor. 

1, He admits the neceſſary Exiſtence of the Son f. 

7 He makes Both to be one Subſlance, and one 
God 8. 

3. He rejects with Indignation the Notion of an 
inferior God h. 

4. He directly and expreſsly aſſerts the one Power, 
and Dignity of Both i. The Objections made by 


the Reply k are anſwered at large l. 


225. HIP POL xz TuusVs. 


This ancient Writer could not ſuppoſe God the 
— to be naturally under the Rule of God the Fa- 
ther. 

1. Becauſe he makes them Both one God n, and 
conſequently one God ſupreme. 

2. He aſſerts the Conſulſlantialityn, and neceſſary 
Exiſtence o of God the Son. 


— 


f Second Defenſe, p. 274. 

c Sermons, p. 306. Second Def. p. 97, 67. Compare p. 141. 

n Firſt Defenſe, p. 54. Second Def. p. 204. 

i Second Def. p. 100, 204. Bull. D. F. p. 261. Statu ab. 
altero diverſum non eſſe, idem valet atque illud ipſi non eſſe ſubdi- 
tum, ſed par & æquale. Bull. ibid. 

* Reply, p. 55, 111, 76. 

Second Defenſe, p. 9), to 105, 141. ; 

m See my Sermons, p. 307. Second Defenſe, p. 107, 142. 
Firſt Defenſe, p. 22. 

1 Firft Defenſe, P. 366. 


2 Second Defenſe, P. 39. 


Q 2 3. He 


[116 |] 


3. He joins all the Three Perſons equally in his 
Doxolagy v, which can by no means be ſuitable to a 
Sovereign and his Subjects. 

The Objections made by the Reply 4 have been 
eaſily ſolved r upon the Foot of the Oeconomy, and 
Diſtinction of Order. 


249. ORIGE NN. 


Origen, in his certainly genuine Works, no way 
favours the Notion of the Son's being naturally ſubject 
to the Father. 

1. He aſſerts Father and Son to be one God 5. 

K He makes but one Object of Worſhip * of 
oth. | 

3. He maintains the Son's neceſſary Exiſtence u. 

4. He is very expreſs for the Coexiſtence, Coetermty, 
and Conſub ſtantiality of God the Son *. 

5. He aſſerts, that the Son 1s commenſurate to the 
Father, equal in Greatneſs b. 

Any potlible Supremacy of the Father conſiſtent 
with theſe plain and avowed Doctrines, will not be 
ſcrupled. The Reply< has boaſted much of Origen the 


P See Second Defenſe, p. 275. Sermons, p. 244. and Hip- 
polyrus. Vol. 2. p. 18. Fabric. 


4 Reply, p. 13, 16, 20, 39, 61, 65, 91, 117, &c. 509. 
r Second Defenſe, p. 37, &c. 61, 105, &c. 292, &c. 


See my Sermons, p. 309. Anſwer to Dr. Whitby, p. 24. 
Second Defenſe, þ. 68, 109. | 


t Firſt Defenſe, p. 259. Second Defe:iſe, p. 396. 

u Second Defenſe, p. 275. ö 

2 Firſt Defenſe p. 20. Sermons, 242, 243, 244. See alſo 
B»jbop Bull. 

b Second Defenſe, p. 45. 

© Reply, 4, 5, 10, 18, 20, 23, 28, 31, 42, 49, 56, 69, 70» 
£4, 85, 187, 219, 242, 272, 295, 319, 327, 375, 380, &c. 
442, 446, &c. 1 

other 


Miz 


other way, and produced Counter-Evidences, but 
ſuch as are either not to be compared with ours for 
Genuineneſs and Certainty, or ſuch as may be recon- 
ciled d with the Doctrine here mentioned, by al- 
lowing a Superiority of Ofice and Order. Let him 
either diſprove theſe Particulars, or reconcile them 
with his Notion of the alone Supremacy. 


2% CyYPRrialk 


Cyprian has nothing in Favour of the pretended 
yatural Dominion over God the Son; but the con- 
trary. 

1. As including all the Three Perſons iu the one 
God ©. 

2. As applying to God the Son the appropriate Ti- 
tles of the one true God f. 

The few Things which the Author of the Reply s 
had to offer, are anſwered in my Second Defenſe b. 


257. NoVa TIA N. 


Novatian looks more favourably to the Notion of 
a natural Superiority of Dominion, than any Writer 
before him. But as he has ſeveral Tenets 7n:conſiftent 
with ſuch a Notion, ſo what he has that ſeems moſt 
to favour it, does not neceſſarily require any ſuch 
_ but may very well bear a candid Conſtru- 
ion. 


4 Second Defenſe, p. 45, 111, 276, &c. 294, 347, &c. 
398, 398, VC. | 


See my Sermons, p. 311. 

f Second Defenſe, p. 143. Bull. D. E p. 131. 
Reply, p. 10, 24, 28, 146. 

h Second Defenſe, 143, 404. 


1. He 
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1. He maintains Equality, and Unity of Sub ffance !- 2 

2, He aſſerts the Eternity k of God the Son; and iſ y, 
as it ſeems, eternal Generation 1. | 3 
3. He applies ſuch Texts to Chriſt, as are inten. # Son 
ded of the Fehovah, and one true God of Iſrael n. as fi 
Theſe Tenets are by no means conſiſtent with 1 4th 
natural Superiority of Dominion over God the Son; expr 
Neither does Novatian aſſert any Subjection but what 4. 
may reaſonably be underſtood of the Oeconomy, asI or t! 
have obſerved n. The Pretences of the Reply are all MW is m 
diſtinctly conſidered in my Second Defenſe. And trar 
though the Obſervator o has ſince charged me as be. W nion. 


ing too baſly, in ſaying, that the Ancients never Aut! 
ſpeak of Chriſt as a corflituted God, becauſe of 3 MW ſhop 
Paflage of Novatian, where the Phraſe is Deus confii- ¶ fenſe 
trtas ; yet he thought proper to conceal from the larly 
Reader what J had ſaid » to obviate his Conſtruction ¶ creat 


of that very Place. coul 


259. Do N ys IU s of Alexandria. 


Dionyfius of Alexandria could not be in the Hype T} 
tbefrs T natural Rule over God the Son. gainf 
I. Becauſe he aſſerted the Coeternity of God the mini- 


Son, in very full and expreſs Words a, and his eter- 
val, beginmrgleſs Generation. 


i See my Firft Defenſe, Pp. 13, 36, 364, 433+ Second De- 
fenſe, p. 124, 146, 500. - 

* Firſt Defenſe, p. 137, Oc. 

2 Firſt Defenſe, p. 141. 

m Second Defenſe, p. 145, 57. 

n Second Defenſe. p. 57, 146. 

* Obſervations, p. 54. 

P Second Defenſe, P. 23 

4 See my Sermons, 5p. 248. 1 
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2. Becauſe he was as expreſs for the Conſubſtantiali- 
ty, Name, and Things, 

2. Becauſe he taught the neceſſary +>” ap of the 
Son, repreſenting it as neceſſary for the Son to coexiff, 
as for the Father to exiſt ; as may be ſeen at large in 
Athanaſius. Beſides that in other Words e, he has alſo 
expreſs d the ſame Thing. 

4. He included all the Three Perſons in the Monad, 
or the one God, as I have ſhown elſewhereu: Which 
is making all together one God ſupreme, directly con- 
trary to the Notion of a natural Superiority of Domi- 
nion. The Reply has ſome few things to ſay of this 
Author; which had been long ago obviated by Bi- 
ſhop Bull, and are ſince anſwered in my Second De- 
fenſe d. I might obſerve too, how Dionyſius particu- 
larly guards © againſt the Notion of the Son's being 
created by the Father, which 1s the only thing that 


could be a Foundation of natural Dominion, 


259. Dionys1nts of Rome. 


This excellent Writer is no leſs full and plain a- 


gainſt the Hypotheſis of natural Superiority of Do- 
minion. 


* Vid. ap. Athanaſ. Vol. 1. p. 255, 230. 
NA 5 6 yds ai ovyey TW mi, m 017 Tn lu@ 


y urls e bv Ts mress: Apud Athan. p. 254 

u Sermens, p. 314. Second Defenſe, p. 46, 

* Reply, p. 71, 331» 

d Second Defenſe, p. 46, 346. 
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1. By declaring it Blaſphemy to ſuppoſe the Son a 
Creature d, underſtanding Creature in the common 
Senſe of precarious, or temporal Exiſtence, 

2. By teaching the neceſſary Exiftence of God the 
Son, in as much as the Father never was, never could 
be without him e. 

3. By including all the Three Perſons in the one 
true Godhead f. Some little Objections of the Reply 
to the Genuineneſs of the Piece, are abundantly an- 
ſwered in my Second Defenſe s. 


260. GREGORY of Neocæſarea. 


This celebrated Father is full and expreſs, in his 
famous Creed, againſt any thing created, or ſervient in 
in the Trinity h; aſſerting one undivided Glory and 
Dominion of all the Three Perſons. There have been 
Suſpicions raiſedagainſt the Genuineneſs of this Creed; 
but ſuch as have not been thought of ſufficient Weight 
by any of the beſt Criticks, againſt the expreſs Te- 
ſtimonies of Ruſinus, and Gregory Nyſſen, confirmed, 
in ſome meaſure, by Nazianzen i. 

Beſides what Gregory has in his Ceed, he has ſome 
conſiderable Things to the ſame purpoſe in another 
Work, written about the Year 239, and which is of 
#7queſtioned Authority. The Titles and Epithets he 


— 


d Firſt Defenſe, p. 142, 365. Second Defenſe, p. 114, 
—_— 
© See Second Defenſe, p. 275. Sermons, p. 244. 

f Sermons, p. 311. Second Defenſe, p. 114. 

Second Defenſe, p. 46, 342. 

h "Oure iv an, © AN oy Th red, & e. Tens NN, 
SiEn, Y din. Y Cas ͤ wi wergoulin, mid 4 manorg' 
Gon. Fabric. ed. p. 224. | 


i Nazianz. Orat 37. p. 609, Orat, 40. f. 668. : 
therein 


U 
47 
2 


in 


[ 121 7 Y 


therein gives to the Son, are, Creator and Governor of 
all Things k, really, or natvrally, united to the Father l, 
the molt perfect living Word n; the laſt Expreſſions 
very like to ſome in his Creed, aud a probable Argu- 
ment of their having the ſame Author. 


270. ANTIOCHTIA N Fathers, 


The Synodical Epiſtle of theſe Fathers gives to 
God the Son ſuch Titles as belong to the one true God. 
But as they have nothing expreſs upon our preſent 
Queſtion on either ſide, it may be ſufficient to have 
mentioned them, and to refer a to what has been ſaid 
of them. 


299, Methodius is expreſs againſt the Son's being a 
Creature, and for eternal Generation, and 2mmutable 
Exiſtence o: Tenets utterly repugnant to ſuch a na- 
tural! Inferiority as is pretended, What the Reply s 
had to object, is anſwered in another place 4. 


300. Theognoſtrs is alſo expreſs againſt the Son's 
being a Creature, and for his Con / ub ſtantiality t. What 
the Reply 5 has to object, had been abundantly before 
anſwered by Biſhop Bull. 


* TIdyTwr e Y wCeqviirh. 

IIe a e nous. 

m Tae 79 2 Gynu, % uTs 2 c d ys Ab 7 D. 
Bull. D. F. p. 154. 

n Reply, p. 18, 20, 64, 148, 445. Bull. D. F. p. 158, 199. 
263. My Second De tenſe, 9. 144. 

o Firſt Defenſe, p. 143, 406. Anſwer to Dr. Whitby, p. 31 
Bull. D. F. p. 164, 200 

P Reply, p. 290, 334. 

1 Second Defenſe, p. 294. Bull. D. E p. 166. 

See Bull. D. F. p. 135. 

Reply, 5. 333+ 
R 303. As 


7 1 72 1 


303. As to Arnobius, little has been pleaded on 
_ 123 him. —_— ſome ſtrong Expreſſi- 
ons that ſeem to carry the Supre V igh: 
And he has other Expreſſions bw al 8 a 
and eſſential Divinity of God the Son. Biſhop 
Bull ., and Le Nourry u, may be conſulted in reſpect 
cf Both the Parts, and how to make them conſiſtent, 


318. Lafantius has been largely conſidered both in 


the Reply -, and in my Second Defenſe. He makes Fa- 


ther and Son ove God d. He makes Both one Sub- 
ance c. He deſcribes him under the Characters of 
the one true God 4, He ſuppoſes Both to be one Ob- 
jet of Worſhip e. He joins the Son with the Father 
in the ſame Dominion, and exempts the Son from the 
Neceſity of obeyingf. Theſe Tenets are perfectly 
repugnant to natural Superiority of Dominion in the 
Father only. Nevertheleſs, he has ſome crude Ex- 
18 ſcarce excuſable in a Catechumen of his Abi- 
it ies. | 


322. ALEXANDER of Alexandria, 


This venerable Patriarch, Defender of the Catho- 


lick Faith againſt his Preſbyter Arius, ſhows in his 


Two Letters, the Church's Doctrine in his Time. 


© Bull. D. F. p. 169. 
u Nourii Apparat. Vol. 2. p. 350. 
2 Reply, 5. 49, 55, 63, 86, &c. 119, 388. 
Þ Second Defenſe, p. 115, &c. 
c Second Defenſe, p. 116, 117+ 
Second Defenſe, p. 146. 
* Second Defenſe, p. 404- 
f Second Defenſe, p. 121. 
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He could not be a Friend to any natural Subjection 
of God the Son. For, 

1. He aſſerts his Coeternity, and In ſeparability with 
the Father. 

2. He maintains his neceſſary Exiſtence. 

3. His natural Divinity, or Godhead, of and from 
the Father. | 

4. His high or ſupreme Godhead. Proofs of theſe 
Particulars may be ſeen in my Second Defenſe s; 
where alſo Objections are anſwered, ſuch as had been 
offer d in the Reply hb. Hitherto we have not found 
one Man full and expreſs for the natural Government, 
or natural Sub jection among the Perſons of the ſacred 
Trinity. Several have been here cited, who were 
expreſsly againſt it: And the reſt implicitly condemn it; 
while none either direZly, or ſo much as conſequenti- 
ally maintain it. But now I take leave to name a 
Man who did maintain it, and in pretty plain and 
broad Terms, 


13. A 


Liu, with his Confederates, in a Letter to Alex- 
ander, delivers it for Doctrine i, that God the Fa- 


ther yules over God the Son, as being his God, and 


— 


Second Defenſe, p. 48. Sermons, p. 244. Firſt Defenſe, 
J. 144. 

Reply, P. 57, 73, 291, 355» 451, 498. 

i As d, ds des du, N De9 au wie Ap. Athan. 
de Synod. Vol. 2. p. 730. | 

Phebadius well expreſſes the Arian Doctrine of natural Sub- 
jection, at the ſame time diſtinguiſhing it from the Catholick Doctrine 
of Filial Aſiniſtration. 

Subjectum Patri Filium, non Patris & Filii nomine, ut 
Sancta & Catholica dicit Eccleſia, ſed creaturz conditione, 
profitemini. Phabad. B. P. P. Tom. 5. p. 393. 


R 2 | having 


— — ——ü—ä 


ö 


. 
having exiſted before him. Here may Dr. Clarke, 
and his Followers ſee the firſt Lines of their Do- 
Erine ; which was afterwards fill'd up, and com- 
pleated by Aetins, and Eunomius. | 

Theſe were the Authors and Founders of that va. 
tural Supremacy of Dominion over God the Son, That 
natural Subjetion and Servitude of two of the divine 
Perions, which theſe Gentlemen are ſo eagerly con- 
tending for ; and which, with as groundleſs, and ſhame- 
leſs a Confidence as I ever knew, they preſume 
to father upon the ſacred Scriptures, upon the ancient 
Creeds, and upon the venerable Doctors of the Church; 
againſt plain Fact, againſt the fulleſt and cleareſt 
Evidence to the contrary. I ſhall proceed a little 
lower to ſhow what Reception this Arian Conceit 
met with. | „ 

I ſhall ſay nothing of Euſebius of Ceſarea, of this 
Time, a doubtful Man, and of whom it is difficult to 
determine in the whole k. 


340. ATHANASIUS. 


Athanaſus, about this Time, began to write in 
the Cauſe againit Arins. His Expoſition of Faith is 
of uncertain Date: And ſo I may place it any where 
from the time he entered the Lift againſt the Arians, 
His Doctrine is well known from his many Works. 


J ſhall cite but one ſhort Sentence of his, ſpeaking 


of God the Son. He 1s Raler Supreme , of Ruler 
Supreme : For whatſoever things th: Father bears Rule 
and Dominion over, over the ſame does the Son alſo rule 
and govern |, 2 


— 


* See my Second Defenſe, p. 148 to 162. 
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348, CYRIL of Feruſalem. 


The Elder Cyril was always look'd upon as a very 
moderate Man, and not ſo vehement againſt the Ari- 
ans as many others. Yet let us hear how expreſsly 
and fully he condemns the Doctrine of natural Sub- 
jection in the Trinity, m owning none other but volun- 
tary, and choſen. | 

n All things, ſays he, are Servants of his (of the 
Father) But his only Son, and his own Holy Spirit are 
exempt from the all Things: And all theſe Servants do, by 
the one Son, in the Holy Ghoſt, ſerve the Maſter. o In 
another place, the ſame Cyril ſays, The Father has not 
one Glory, and the Son another, but one and the ſame. So 
little Countenance had the alone Supremacy of Do- 


minion, or natural Subjection of two divine Perſons at 
that Time. 


358. Hil a X. 


Hilarys Doctrine on this Head, is, that the Sub- 
jection of the Son, is voluntary, and not by Conſtraint v; 


— — »— 


m *Oux edvrayxaclu Vaatolu g, d av maIeyaremay Lye 
rei Seta d  8\ds der, ive dvdyxn Varma he dg vids Bay, 
ira aggeupeaes t piNonpyg Tec. Cyrill. Cat. xv. n. 30. p. 240. 

n Te apmvre 8 Sine any a5 5 dun wr vide, x e To 
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Ty irde i oy dip m1 van due my Srendrh: Cyrill. lat. 8. 
p. 123. 5 
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F eurlw. Catech. 6. p. 87. 

v Subje&io Filii naturæ Pietas, ſubjectio autem eæterorum 
creatianis infirmitas. Hilar. de Synod, p. 1195. 
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that is to ſay, it is oeconomical, not natural. q In 


another place, he directly denies that either the Son 


is Servant to the Father, or the Father Lord over him, 
ſave only in reſpect of the Incarnation of God the 
Son: where he expreſsly again denies any natural 
Subjection of God the Son as ſuch. 


| 360. Zeno Veronenfis's Doctrine, to the ſame Purpoſe, 
may be ſeen in my Firſt Defenſe *, 


- 370. Baſil's alſo, no leſs full and expreſs againſt 
the pretended natural Dominion on one Hand, and 
Subjection on the other, is ſhown in my Second Le- 


fenſe * 
375. Gregory Nazianzen's Teſtimony, I ſhall 


throw into the Margin * : The ſame will be a Confir- 
mation of the Creed of Thaumatuygus. 


380. Gregory Nyſſen's Doctrine may be ſeen in my 
Defenſes u, very full to the Purpoſe. 


2 — 


Servus enim non erat, cum effet ſecundum Spiritum 
Deus Dei Filius. Er ſecundum commune judicium, ubi non 
eſt Servus, neq; Dominus eſt. Deus quidem & Pater nativi- 
tatis eſt unigeniti Dei: ſed ad id, quod Servus eſt, non poſ- 
ſumus non niſi tune ei Dominum deputare cum Servus eſt: 
quia ft cum ante per naturam non erat Servus, & poſtea ſe- 
cundum naturam eſſe quod non erat cœpit; non alia domina 
tus cauſa intelligenda eſt, quam quæ exſtitit ſervitutis; runc 


| habens ex naturæ diſpenſatione Dominum, cum præbuit ex 


hominis afſnmytione ſe ſervum. Hilar. de Trin. l. xi. p. 1090. 
x Firſt Defenſe, p. 290. Bull. D. F. p. 266. 

s Second Defenſe, p. 21, 358, 508. 

© Oed d mie, Tidy + ver, Sed m mid ua Y 42000, Tees 
: Dat Sr6mure wan, N51 mv Y og Y Camneid wh werGo hulu, 


as ns TY wars weg9 Twgipe? eamornproey. Orat. 37. p. 609. 


Oude I 2 Sear, U xn, N Emeirux]ov, nas 
3 pov nvC a: yr7C-. Orat. 40. p. 666. 

v Firſt Defenſe, p. 290. Second Def. p. 21. . 
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382. I conclude with Ambroſe *, having thus 
brought the Doctrine low enough down. No doubt 


can be made of the Catholicks, all the way following 


to this very Time, 


Theſe, after Scripture, are my Authors for that 
very Doctrine which the Obſervator every where, 
without the leaſt Scruple, charges upon me as my 
Fiction, and Invention. Such is his great Regard to 
Truth, to Decency, and to common Juſtice: Such his 


Reſpect to the Engliſh Readers in impoſing upon them 


any the groſſeſt, and moſt palpable Abuſes. Let him, 
when he is diſpos'd, or when he is able, produce his 
Vouchers from Catholick Antiquity, for the natural 
Subjection of God the Son, or the natural Superiority 
of the Father's Dominion over him. He may give 
Proof of a Superiority of Order ( which I diſpute 
not) or of Offce which I readily admit: But as to 
there being any natural Rule, or natural Subjection 
among the divine Perſons, or within the Trinity it 
ſelf, none of the Ancients affirm it; all either di- 
realy, or indirectly, reclaim againſt it. He may 
run up his Doctrine to Eunomzns, and fo on to Arius, 
where it began. He, I believe, is the firſt Man upon Re- 
that ever allowed the Pre- exiſſence and Perſonality of 
the Logos, and yet made God the Son, as ſuch, natu- 


rally ſubject to the Dominion of the Father; appoint- ' 


ing him a Governor, Another God above him : Which 
was really Arius's Senſe, and is the plain Senſe 
likewiſe of his Succeſſors at this Day. 


* * 


Non ſunt enim duo Domini, ubi Dominatus unus eſt; quia 
Pater in Filio, & Filius in Patre, & ideo Dominus unus. 
Ambroſe. de Sp. S. L. 3. c. 15. p. 686. | 


The 


281 


f 

The ConcLrus10N. 4 

al 

Have nothing now to do, but to take my leave th 

of theſe Gentlemen for this Time. If they are be 

diſpoſed to proceed in the way they have now taken, It 

it will be no great Trouble to me (while God grants th 

me Life and Health) to do my ſelf Juſtice, as often thi 

as I ſee needful ; and to ſupport, with God's Aſliſtance, It | 

the Cauſe I have undertaken, as well againſt Calum- le 

nies now, as againſt Arguments before. But I think, la 

ſince the Argument is in a Manner brought to an End, * 
t 


it is time for theſe Gentlemen to put an End to the 
Debate too; leſt after expoſing the Weakneſs of their 
Cauſe, they may meet with a more ſenſible Mortifica- Sul: 
tion, by going on to the utmoſt to expoſe their own. 

They have done enough for Arianiſm; and more 
a great deal than the beſt Cauſe in the World (tho 
theirs is a very bad one) could ever require. They have 
omitted nothing likely to convince, nothing that 
could be any way ſerviceable to decerve their Rea- 
ders. They have ranſack'd the Socinian Stores for 
the eluding, and fruſtrating the Catholick Interpre- 
tation of Scripture-Texts, They have gone on to 
Fathers: And whatever they could do there, by 
wreſting, and ſtraining, by mangling, by miſinterpre- 
ting, by falſe rendring, and the like, they have done 
their utmoſt to make them all Arians. And, leſt that 
ſhould not be ſufficient, they have attempted the 
ſame Thing upon the ancient Creeds, and even 
upon modern Confeſſions ; upon the very Articles and 
Liturgy of the Church of England. To compleat all, 
having once found out the Secret of fetching in 


what and whom they pleaſed, they have proceeded F 
| - farther 


ei, 
farther to drag me in with the reſt , into the very 
Doctrine that I had been largely confuting. 

They have ſpared no Pains, or Art, to diſgni/e 
and colour over their wretched Tenets, and tc give 
them the beſt Face and Gloſs that they could politbly 
bear, They will not call the Son a Create; nay, 
it was ſome time hefore they would fay plainly, 
that he is not zeceſ/arily-exiſtirg, till the Courſe of 
the Debate, and ſome preſling Straits almoſt forced 
it from them; and that, not till after ſome of the 

lainer and ſimpler Men of the Party had firſt 
blabb'd it out. At laſt, they would ſeem not 
ſo much to be writing again the Divinity of God 
the Son, as for the Honour of God the Father. They 
do not care to ſay, they are pleading for the raturol 
Subjection and Servitude of the Son, but it is for the 
zatural Dominion of the Father over him: And they 
do not commonly chuſe ſo much as toſay That, in plain 
and broad Terms; but they hint it, and mince it, under 
the Words alone Supremacy of the Fathers Dominion. And 
for fear that That ſhould-be taken hold on, and wreſt- 
ed from them, in due Courſe of Argument, they clap 
in Authority with Dominion; that they may have 
ſomething at leaſt that looks Orthodox, ſomething 
that may bear a Colour upon the Foot of Antiquity, 
as admitting of a double Meaning. And they have this 
fartherV iew in confounding diſtinct things together, to 
make a Show as if we admitted no Kind of Autho— 
rity as peculiar to the Father when we deny his alone 
Dominion; or that if we a% /t one, we mult of 
courſe, and at the ſame time, atfert Both. To 
carry on the Diſgniſe {till farther, they repreſent 
their Adverſaries as teaching that the Father has 
no natural Supremacy of Authority and Dominion at 


© CC 
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2 See Reply, p. 116. Second Defenſe, . 287. 
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all; without taking care to add, (what they ovght 
to add) over the Son and Hily Ghoſt, to undeceive 
the Reader; who 1s not perhaps aware what Sn. 
jection they are contriving for two of the Divine Per. 
ſons, while they put on a Face of commendable Zeal 


for the Honour of the Firft. Such is their exceſſive 
Care not to ſhock their young, timerous Diſciples , 
not to make them wiſe at once, but by degrees, after 
leading them about in their Simplicity for a Time, 
with their Eyes half open. 

Beſides giving a fair Gloſs and Outſide to their own 
Scheme, they have next ſtudiouſly endeavoured to 
expoſe, and blacken the Faith received. It is Sabellia- 
zuiſm, it is Tyitheiſm, it is Scholaſlick Jargon, it is 
Metaphyſical Revery, Nonſenſe, Abſurdity, Contradi- 
Hon, and what not: Contrary to Scripture, contrary 
to all the Ancients, nay, contrary even to Modern; 
alſo: And, to make it look as little and contemptible 
as poilible, in the Eyes of all Men, it is at length 
nothing more than Dr. Vaterland's own Novel Fi. 
Hon and Invention. 

Now, I appeal to all ſerious and thinking Men, 
whether any thing can bedone, that theſe Men have 
not done, in favour of their beloved A4rianiſm ; and 
whether they may not now fairly be excuſed, if they 
ſhould deſiſt, and proceed no farther. A great deal 
leſs than this, though in ever ſo good a Cauſe, might 
have been ſufficient: And had they ſung ther 
Liberadi Animam forme Twelvemonths backwards, 
T know not whether any truly good and cor 
ferentions Arian could have thought them De 
ferters, or have condemn'd them for it. Let the 
Canſe be over ſo right, or guſt, yet who hath required i 
at tleir Hands that they ſhould purſue it to ſuch 


hideous Lengths? Their Deſign, ſuppoſe, is to pro 
mote Truth, and Godlineſs: Let it then be in Gods 


own Way, and by Truth, and Truth only, Ther 
can 
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can be no neceſſity of deceiving, of betraying, of be- 

guiling any Man even into Tut, (though this is not 

Truth) by Diſguiſes, by Miſ-reports, by making 
things appear what they are not, or not ſuffering them 
to appear what they really are. This 1s going out of 
the Way, wide and far, and defending Truth (were 
it zeally Truth) by making fearful Inroads upon 
Simplicity and godly Sincerity, upon moral Honeſty 
and Probity. 

In Concluſion, I muſt be fo juſt to my ſelf as to 
ſay, that conſidering how I was at firſt forced, in a 
manner, into publick Controverſy, and what kind of 
a Controverſy this is, and how often, and how arci- 
ently before decided by the Churches of Chriſt ; I was 
civil enough in engaging the Men fo equally as I did, 
and upon fo fair Terms, I expected, I deſired no- 
thing, but that they would make the beſt uſe 
they could of their own Under ſſandings, from which 
we were promiſed great Things. I invited them to 
the utmoſt Freedom, in diſcuſſing every Point within 
the Compaſs of the Queſtion ; only not to exceed tlie 
Rules of juſt and regular Dehate b: That every 
Branch of the Cauſe might have a new Hearing ; and 
be re-examin'd with all poſſible Strictneſs and Seve- 
rity. Ina word, all I required was, to diſpnte fair, 
to drop ambiguous Terms, or define them, to contemn 
every thing but T-uth in the Search after Truth, and 
ueſtion; at the ſame time binding 


to keep cloſe to the ©: 
my ſelf up to a careful and conſtant Obſervance of 


the ſame Rules. 


When their Reply appeared, I preſently ſaw how 


far thoſe Gentlemen were gone off from ju? Debate; 
and how little Inclination they had to diſpute fairly, 
or regularly, To prejudice the Readers, they began 


> See my Firſt Defenſe, p. 8 » KC, PE 
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with Charges, and Complaints , all trifiing, Moſt falſe , 
and ſome ſuch as they themſelves could ſcarce be 
weak enough to believe c. I need not ſay what 
followed. When I found how the Caſe ſto d, 
I reminded them of their Miſconduct, ſome. 
times raiſed my Style, and treated them with 
{ome Sharpneſs (though with leſs than they had me, 
with much leſs reaſon, ) to let them know that I un- 
derſlood what they were doing, and that if I could 
net be confuted, I would not be contemned. As They 
had takenthe Liberty of charging me very often, and 
very unfairly, with things that they could rot prove; 
I made the leſs Scruple of charging Them with what 
I could prove. And this, I hope, the impartial Reader 
will upon Examination find, that all the Severity on 
my fide lies in the Truth of the things proved upon 
them; while theirs, on the other, lies moſtly in Inven- 
tion, and abnve Words, which, for want of Evidenee 
to ſupport them, muſt of Courſe return upon their 
own Heads, They appear, in their laſt Pieces eſpect- 
ally, to be no great Friends to Ceremony: So that 
J have reaſon to believe, they will expect the leſs in 
return. Thad hitherto been ſo tender of Mr. Fackſon, 
as never to name him; though his own Friends had 
done it at full length: particularly the Author of 
the Catalogue, &c. and Dr. Whitby twice 4, promiſing 
the World ſomething very conſiderable from the 
accurate Pen of Mr. Jackſon. Accuracy 18 a thing which 
I ſhall not complain of, but ſhall ever receive, 
even from an Adyerſary, with the utmoſt Reverence 
and Reſpect. I wiſh this Gentleman had ſhown 
ſomething of it; if not in his Account of Scripture, 
or Fathers (which his Hypetheſis perhaps would not 
permit) yet in his Reports, and Repreſentations, at 
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leaſt, of my Words, and my Senſe; which might have 


been expected from a Man of Probity. Whether his 
Writing without a Name, has been his principal 
Encouragement to take the Liberties he has, I will 
not be poſitive : But it is highly probable ; becauſe 
common Prudence, generally, is a ſufficient Bar againſt 
it, in Men that have any Character to ſe, any Repu- 
tation to be reſponſible for it. The juſt and proper 
Views, or Reaſons, for a Writer's concealing his 
Name, are, to relieve his Modeſty, or to ſcreen himſelf 
from publick Cenſure; to be frank and open in De- 
bate, and to diſcuſs every Point of * (tho? 
againſt the received Opinions) with all due Freedom, 
and Strictueſs, like a Lover of Truth. Had the Gent le- 
men, I am concerned with, gone upon theſe Views, or 
made uſe of their Concealment for theſe or the like lau- 
dable Purpoſes, I ſhould havebeen perfectly well ſatisfi- 
ed. But while they continue their Diſguiſes as before, 
and regard nothing leſs than frank, fair, and per De- 
bate ; while the main Uſe they make of their Con- 
cealment, is only to be leſs ſolicitous about what 
they think, or write; pelting us from their Coverts 
with Mi ſyeports, and ſlandering in Maſquerade : When 
this is the Caſe, it concerns a Man in his own De- 
ferſe to intimate to theſe Gentlemen, that they are 
not ſo entirely under Cover as they may imagine; 
but that it is their Prudence ſtill to be a little more 
upon their Guard, and to write with more Decency 
hereafter, at leaſt, for their own Credit, and Reputa- 
tion. , 
Alfter all, ifany reaſonable Man isdiſpoſed toexamine 
this Queſtion, or any Part of it, with Freedom and 
Haimeſs, with Sincerity and Strictneſs, attending 
to the Argument, and repreſenting every thing 
in a fair and true Light, without Miſreport, or 
I; ſult; ſuch a Perſon, though nameleſs, would have 
a juſtTitle to all tender, and candid, and even reſpectful 
| 4 | | Treat- 
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Treatment, from an Adverſary ; and, I am very ſure, | 
il would never find any other than ſuch from me. 
| I ſhall ever think it a much greater Diſgrace to be 
outdone in Civility, than in Matter of Argument, 
The Firſt cannot happen bat through a Man's own 
Fault: The other may; and when it does, there is 
no real Diſcredit in yielding to the Truth once made 
clear. Both ſides, if they are good Men, are victori. 
ous in ſuch a Caſe, becauſe Both attain the only ! 
Thing that they aim'd at, and Both ſhare the Prize. | 
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